More Pressure from the Left 

I was glad to see the excellent, reflective article by Dr. John Eidsmoe on the Boy Scouts 
of America in the March 9th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. It was especially meaningful to 
us as our oldest son had his Eagle Court of Honor on March 29th. 

However, Dr. Eidsmoe omitted one of the most serious threats facing the Boy Scouts. 
They are not so far endangered in a major way by individuals who want to be Scouts without 
believing in Scout principles. The real danger comes from threats to funding. 

The United Way, the far too powerful fund-raising organization which has taken over 
such activities for most youth groups, is putting pressure on the groups which it helps to fund to 
change their principles to conform to its demands. In California, the United Way has succumbed 
to the gay activists and is now pressuring the Boy Scouts to accept gays or lose their funding. 
When millions of dollars are involved throughout the country, this is a serious threat. 

We can only hope (and encourage through letters) that influential people who are proud 
of their Scout backgrounds will not "run scared" from the Gay Left and will find a way to stop 
the United Way from imposing its demands upon Scouting. We must keep one of the few 
organizations which offers our sons something decent to belong to. 

CHERYL J. HESER 
Rosebud, Montana 


Serbian View 

Being of Serbian descent, I read with interest the article written by Robert W. Lee in THE 
NEW AMERICAN of January 13, 1992 concerning the state of affairs in Yugoslavia. However, 
my interest soon turned to bewilderment, disgust, and finally sadness. The article contains much 
of the stereotypical anti-Serbian propaganda being dished out by the "free" Croatian press. What 
I will attempt to do here is to clarify some of the misconceptions presented in that article. 

First of all, Mr. Lee states that in 1990 Serbia annexed Kosovo. The implications of this 
statement are that Serbia seized control of land that it had no right to and that the Serbs are 
typical communists grabbing power. However, prior to the 14th century, Kosovo belonged to 
Serbia, and in 1389 the Serbs fought against the invading Turks to defend Kosovo. Kosovo is the 
cradle of Serbian nationalism and civilization. Kosovo is rooted deep in the soul of the Serbian 
and in 1990 Serbia did not "annex" Kosovo as the article would have us believe, but simply 
asserted its claim to its age old symbol of Serbian ethnic roots. 

Furthermore, Mr. Lee goes on to state that Serbia has "grabbed" one third of Croatia's 
territory and that Serbia's war goals are the expansion of its borders. This could not be more 
untrue. Mr. Lee is forgetting that Yugoslavia's present internal borders were arbitrarily drawn by 
Tito following World War II. Following the German invasion in April 1941, Yugoslavia was 
partitioned into several regions. Croatia, which sided with Nazi Germany, suddenly enlarged its 
borders to take in a vast amount of Serbian land. It was during this time that the Ustashi began 
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their reign of terror, butchering close to a million Serbs, Jews, and gypsies. At the end of WWII, 
the communist Tito revised the borders somewhat, but Croatia had still been given a large 
amount of Serbian land. Now that Croatia is seeking independence, it claims that Serbia is 
"grabbing" Croatian territory. 

The article also does not make any mention of the human rights abuses and 
discriminatory policies against Serbs living in Croatia. This is a major reason why Serbs do not 
wish to remain behind in Croatia if it should secede from Yugoslavia. 

I ask Mr. Lee and all freedom-loving people everywhere to unite and support peace, 
fairness, and self-determination for Serbs living in Croatia. Only then will true peace return to 
the Balkans. 

MILENKO BUDIMIR 
Parma Heights, Ohio 


Scoreboard Success 
Your Scoreboard issue (February 24th, 1992), like so many of your issues, was 
magnificent. In particular, I enjoyed the article by Jane H. Ingraham, as it brought out so clearly 
both the role of the Insiders and the fact that capitalism too can be evil, especially in its atheistic 
forms. People on the Right who imagine that the answer lies in privatization alone have much to 
learn. Think of the poor Latin Americans who have had the highway which they paid for in taxes 
out of their meager income converted into a toll road after it was sold to Insider jobbers in a kind 
of "fire sale"! I also liked her point that popular government in the degenerate form of 
democracy is not just a weaker thing than a republic, but a positive hindrance to good. 
PETER F. ERICKSON 
Portland, Oregon 


FRONT PAGE Taking on 
the Giant 


John F. McManus 
How dare Pat Buchanan defy the Establishment! 


John F. McManus is president of the John Birch Society and publisher of The New 


American. 


In his syndicated column appearing on September 26, 1990, Patrick Buchanan set himself 
apart from self-styled conservatives who believe the President and the Republican Party can do 
little wrong. Among the Beltway crowd and the punch-pulling self-servers who love to wear the 
conservative label awarded them by liberals, this particular Buchanan piece amounted to 
crossing the Rubicon. 

For the rest of the "more-Republican-than-American" gang, it's okay to target a 
Democrat. But if you indict a Republican, especially a sitting President, expect an assault from 
behind. If Pat Buchanan didn't initially realize that his chief enemies would be those who 
occasionally spout a few conservative ideas and even glad-hand him in public, he certainly must 
realize it today. 

Opening Salvo 

The column in question came only a few weeks after President Bush of the new world 

order began his buildup of U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf. It was not Buchanan's first salvo 
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against the new world order, but it was his clearest. He ended that column with sentiments that 
no Establishment conservative would ever dare consider, much less put in print. He wrote: 

The Trilateralist-CFR, Wall Street-Big Business elite: the neoconservative intellectuals 

who dominate the think tanks and oped pages; the Old Left, with its one-world, 

collective-security, UN, uber alles dream: All have come together behind the 

"new world order." Everyone is on board, or so it seems. But out there, trying to 

break through is the old, authentic voice of American patriotism, of nationalism, 

of America First, saying, hell, no, we won't go. 

This Gulf war will be the last hurrah of the interventionists. 

To insure that all understood that he was serious about his opposition to the program of 
the Establishment Insiders, Buchanan included the following in his December 10th speech 
formally entering the race for the Republican nomination: 

In Europe, many of the ancient states are signing up to exchange their national birthright 

for a limited partnership in an economic co-op called the EC .... We Americans 

must not let that happen here. We must not trade in our sovereignty for a 

cushioned seat at the head table of anyone's new world order. 

In a September speech at the UN headquarters, President Bush had called for the creation 
of a United Nations "Pax Universalis." In that address, the President endorsed plans for the UN 
to assume power to settle disputes within national boundaries, and even to remove unwanted 
leaders from their positions within sovereign nations. These truly revolutionary proposals stand 
in stark opposition even to the UN Charter's prohibition against the world body intervening "in 
matters that are essentially within the jurisdiction of any state." 

The essence of Mr. Bush's "Pax Universalis" was not missed by Buchanan. He ended his 
speech inaugurating the campaign with the following comments about Mr. Bush: 

He is a globalist and we are nationalists. He believes in some "Pax Universalis"; we 
believe in the Old Republic. He would put America's wealth and power at the service of some 
vague New World Order; we will put America first. And so, to take my party back and take our 
country back, I am today declaring my candidacy for the Republican nomination for President of 
the United States. 

Burying the Real Issues 

Buchanan's entry into the presidential race had been preceded by numerous reports about 
his intentions. But as early as November 22nd the Anti-Defamation League began circulating a 
seven-page broadside that was then used by Buchanan foes throughout the campaign. 

Entitled Anger on the Right: Pat Buchanan's Venomous Crusade, it characterizes 
Buchanan as a dangerous anti-Jew. For evidence, its authors assembled bits and pieces of 
opinions Buchanan had given over many years in his columns, autobiography, television 
appearances, and newsletter. Taken out of context, the sum total of these "sound bites" have the 
effect of suggesting that Buchanan harbors anti-Semitic feelings. While never actually coming 
out and labeling him an anti-Semite, here is how Anger on the Right concludes: 

Patrick Buchanan has opposed the prosecution of Nazi war criminals; labeled America as 

"a Christian nation"; described aid to Israel as "subsidizing a policy that denies to 

Palestinians that God-given right to a homeland"; and called Jewish appeals for 

Catholic sensitivity regarding the presence of a convent at Auschwitz a "joke." He 

continues a disturbing pattern of baiting Jews and attacking Israel. 

Buchanan's journalist adversaries drew on the material supplied by the ADL and, 
immediately after the candidate announced his formal challenge to the socialism and 
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internationalism of President Bush, they began to plant suspicions about Buchanan's possible 
anti-Semitism -- again, never openly accusing him. 

Paul A. Gigot led the parade in his December 13th Wall Street Journal column, writing: 
"Anyone who has seen his personal warmth and good humor finds it hard to believe he's an 
anti-Semite, as some have inferred from his crazier columns." Gigot, a member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations that Buchanan has vigorously attacked, described himself as a "conservative" 
in this column. But he went on to castigate the new candidate for a variety of views, especially 
his "new nationalism" that Gigot claimed "resembles nativism." 

If it is fair to write that "some have inferred" that Buchanan is "an anti-Semite," is it 
unfair to write that others who have seen Gigot's slur about nationalism have now "inferred" that 
he is an internationalist willing to scrap the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution? 
Realize here that we haven't said outright that Gigot wants to scrap these pillars of our republic. 
All we did was report that others had inferred such grossly unpatriotic sentiments in the wake of 
reading one of Gigot's "crazier" columns condemning nationalism. 

By February 13th, a few days before the New Hampshire primary, Wall Street Journal 
staff reporter James M. Perry contributed to defusing the Buchanan challenge under the headline, 
"Buchanan, Fighting Bush, Is Himself Attacked for His Views about Jews, Israel and the Nazis." 
Buchanan was attacking the President for his preference for the new world order, his reversal on 
the "no new taxes" pledge, his signing of the "quota bill," and the President's lack of concern for 
millions of Americans suffering from the government-caused recession. 

Note that Perry wasn't accusing Buchanan, just noting that the candidate had been 
attacked by others. Three-quarters of his article was a rehash of the ADL's initial broadside. So 
here we have one of many authors using the ADL material that did not definitely conclude 
Buchanan was an anti-Semite to spread the notion that others had claimed he was. No accusation 
was made in print, of course. But suddenly the public's perception about Patrick Buchanan 
included the "fact" that he was anti-Semitic. 

New York Times Joins In 

Maureen Dowd of the New York Times was among the journalists assigned to trudge 
around New Hampshire in the weeks before the February 15th primary. She too brought up the 
possibility that Buchanan was anti-Semitic. In her January 10th front-page article, she quoted the 
candidate defending himself as follows: 

"In this campaign, I have been called an anti-Semite, a homophobe, a racist, a sexist, a 

nativist, a protectionist, an isolationist, a social fascist, and a beer-hall 

conservative. And then Sam Donaldson had the nerve on the Brinkley show to ask 

me if I was insensitive, too. I am none of the above." 

By this time Buchanan had wounded the President and would wound him even more in 
several early primaries. So Times columnist A.M. Rosenthal (who is also syndicated nationally) 
stepped up his attack which had begun months before. In a February 14th column entitled 
"Victory for Buchanan," Rosenthal insisted that Buchanan "has introduced anti-Semitism into the 
mainstream of American politics." In his March 3rd column, Rosenthal followed with: 

Consider some of the charges against Mr. Buchanan. He stands accused of being bigoted 

against blacks, contemptuous of women, derisive of democracy, anti-Semitic, a 

political jingoist who will march the United States straight into an economic war 

against the world we do not need and cannot win, a bully who argues by insult 

and epithet, and a demagogue whose slogans about America First, Second and 

Third come out of the past and would cripple its future. 
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Note once more that this diatribe is about "charges" against Buchanan, who "stands 
accused" of these crimes. Rosenthal isn't leveling the charges or making the accusations, others 
are. And Rosenthal roundly faulted the President for not attacking his political challenger on the 
issue of anti-Semitism. 

Other Voices 

Rosenthal and the ADL may think that they speak for all Jews. They certainly would like 
to do so. But the Brooklyn-based Orthodox Jewish grassroots organization known as Jews For 
Morality (JFM) defended Buchanan and excoriated the columnists, broadcasters, and others who 
were waging the anti-Semitism campaign against him. In a January 27th press release, JFM 
Chairman Isaac Levy noted that Buchanan's closest colleagues in the media 

have all clearly stated that these charges are totally false. The Jewish community is 

ill-served by secular Jews who slander and defame a distinguished conservative 

political leader in order to further their own liberal political agenda. If we allow 

this campaign of smear and innuendo to continue, it could severely harm the 

interests of our Jewish community in the United States. 

JFM is grateful to Buchanan for his powerful and effective advocacy of 
biblically based traditional family values and for his consistent opposition to 

abortion, pornography, and quota rights for homosexuals ("gay rights"). All 

Americans, including Jewish Americans, have benefitted from Buchanan's 

pro-family activities. 

In our view, the issues have nothing to do with anti-Semitism, or racism, or jingoism (a 
slur we can't recall being used since Walter Lippman hurled it at Barry Goldwater in 1964). They 
have everything to do with protecting the President from charges that he is steering the United 
States into socialism and world government under a "new world order." 

The forces of the new world order were getting nervous so the word was sent out to the 
Insiders: Take away the most important issue Buchanan used in launching his candidacy! Do so 
at all costs! Put him on the defensive! Provide fodder for attacks against him! Don't let him derail 
the Bush plans to speed America into socialism and interdependence! 

Phonies and Neos Attack 

As with other Americans who have tried to reverse the programs championed by liberals, 
Pat Buchanan wasn't savaged nearly as much by identifiable liberals as he was by those who 
want to be known as conservatives. In a long essay about anti-Semitism in his National Review 
(December 30, 1991), William F. Buckley, Jr. concluded that Pat Buchanan was not anti-Semitic 
and that he would vote for him in the New Hampshire primary if he were registered there "in 
order to communicate to Mr. Bush the stamina of the protest vote." But, he offered that "if the 
contest between the two were not for the nomination but for the Presidency, I would vote for Mr. 
Bush because of shortcomings I find in Mr. Buchanan's policies." 

There are obviously not enough shortcomings in Mr. Bush's policies to dissuade Buckley 
from backing the President. Not the Bush deficits that are record-breaking; nor his disdain for the 
Constitution (labeled by the CFR's Foreign Affairs as "unprecedented"); nor his savage wielding 
of the clubs of taxation, regulation, and bureaucracy that have intensified the recession; nor his 
total commitment to the sovereignty-compromising United Nations. 

When Buchanan attacked "George Bush's Skull & Bones foreign policy," Buckley, in a 
February 1991 column, defended Mr. Bush as though he had been ordered to do so. Nowhere in 
his defense of the President's membership in the secret Yale fraternity (Buckley is also a 
member) did Buckley tell us what the group is or what it believes. But Pat Buchanan had dared 
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to mention the President's membership in a secret society, and Pat Buchanan had to be punished 
for doing so. 
Who Shall Lead? 

With Buckley leading, the parade of phony- and neo-conservatives attacking Buchanan 
grew longer. George Will used his page in Newsweek to trash the conservative commentator. 
Will was at least honest enough to tell readers he was doing it because the Bush-Buchanan battle 
was over who would define conservatism. Precisely ! 

Conservatism for many years has been defined by the likes of Will, who has said that he 
favors "strong government conservatism" (How's that for an oxymoron?). What does he mean by 
that? He described it as the kind that "accepts the welfare state." This is the kind of 
"conservatism" whose foreign policy elements found both Will and Buckley supporting the 
giveaway of the Panama Canal to the Marxists who are now making a mess of running it. The 
key here, however, is Will's fear that Buchanan might become the leader "who would define 
conservatism." 

Buckley's National Review magazine had enthusiastically supported the President's "new 
world order," describing it as a world where the United States "will use force, including massive 
force, in support of its interests and international order." Buchanan had earlier chastised the team 
at National Review for such an attitude. He wrote, "Excuse me, this is not conservatism; it is 
Trilateralism, the foreign policy of David Rockefeller, not Robert Taft." Buckley too was 
worried about Buchanan's potential for taking over the conservative movement. 

Neo-conservative Charles Krauthammer agrees with Will and Buckley. While finding 
next to no merit in Buchanan, he said of the candidate, "His goal isn't to beat Bush but to rescue 
the right from ex-liberals in time for '96." Exactly! But wouldn't it be nice if Buchanan had only 
ex-liberals to combat in rescuing the conservative movement. Buckley for one has never been an 
ex-liberal. As the Establishment's anointed conservative, he's always done more harm to the 
conservative cause than any ex-liberal, or even an admitted liberal, could have dreamed of doing. 

Others who like to call themselves conservatives but who are more Republican than 
anything else added their voices to the anti-Buchanan campaign. Michael Novak, R. Emmett 
Tyrrell, George Weigel, former Marine Commandant P.X. Kelley, Newt Gingrich, Irving Kristol, 
and Norman Podhoretz distinguished themselves in the attack. 

Let's see now. So far, we've provided 14 names of individuals who have attacked 
Buchanan. It should come as no surprise that 12 are members of the Council on Foreign 
Relations (Gigot, Rosenthal, Buckley, Will, Krauthammer, Novak, Tyrrell, Weigel, Kelley, 
Gingrich, Kristol, and Podhoretz). Yes indeed, the battle is over who will lead conservatives; and 
the internationalist, big government, and "Republican-no-matter-what" crowd is determined that 
it shall not be Pat Buchanan. 

The pro-Bush attack force has spared nothing. Krauthammer told readers in his 
Washington Post column for March 1st that Buchanan is a "neo-fascist." Republican-first Bill 
Bennett (a former Democrat) responded to a question about Buchanan's possible fascism on 
ABC television with, "I think Pat certainly flirts with it." These characters have a great deal more 
venom for Buchanan than for any Democrat. 

Wanted: A Second Party 

So, it now appears that the American public will choose between CFR/ Trilateralist 
George Bush and CFR’ Trilateralist Bill Clinton to lead the nation for four more years. Some 
choice. Was George Wallace wrong when he insisted that "there's not a dime's worth of 
difference" between the Republican and Democratic parties? 
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America doesn't need a third political party, it needs a second. The two that capture the 
nation's attention are controlled by the same people at the top who -- with the help of 
like-minded columnists, commentators, and political leaders (many fellow CFR and TC 
members) -- pick the presidential candidates and surround the winner with their own people. 
There is no essential difference between the agenda of George Bush and that of Bill Clinton. 
How dare Pat Buchanan try to upset the carefully constructed plans of the Insiders ! 

The saving of this nation from those who favor the new world order's socialism and 
world government has to begin at the congressional level where the Insiders have far less clout. 
If enough principled conservatives can win seats in the House, it wouldn't matter nearly as much 
whether Insider Bush or Insider Clinton were in the White House. It would be better, of course, if 
all Insiders were sent packing, but the battle can be won if real progress is achieved at the 
congressional level -- and, more precisely, in the lower house of Congress. 

TRIMing Congress 

Let us recommend TRIM Bulletins, available from the John Birch Society. These 
wondrous little bullets in the war for a better America report the votes of local U.S. 
representatives on spending bills in Congress. Spread tens of thousands of these around a 
congressional district and you'll provide many Americans with the first real look at what their 
representatives are doing. Voters who always wondered what was going on in the halls of 
Congress will be glad you did.' 


What Pat Buchanan will do during the rest of 1992 and beyond will be interesting to say 
the least. Strong support for George Bush's reelection will discredit him in the eyes of the 25 to 
35 percent of Republicans who cast ballots for him in the primaries. The liberal Republicans who 
took a walk on Barry Goldwater in 1964 set a precedent. Perhaps Buchanan will recall what they 
did and take a long walk himself. And then come back to tell the phonies, neos, 
Republican-firsters, and liberal wolves in sheep's clothing that the political battle is not lost -- it's 
gathering steam. 


Vote Against Apartheid 

South African whites voted March 17th to approve President F. W. de Klerk's proposal to 
negotiate an end to white minority rule. With 2.8 million casting ballots in the whites-only 
referendum, nearly 69 percent voted to endorse the move away from white rule. Declaring that 
the vote had "closed the book on apartheid" -- a system that had kept whites and blacks separate 
-- de Klerk stated that the overwhelming vote signaled the birth of the new South Africa he 
had envisioned when he became president in 1989. Since that time de Klerk has legalized the 
communist-dominated African National Congress, freed its imprisoned leader Nelson Mandela, 
and begun negotiations with the ANC. 

While the vote seems to give an open door to black majority rule in South Africa, de 
Klerk indicated that he would resist the ANC's push for a black majority government, negotiating 
instead for power sharing between whites and blacks. 

Observers of South Africa's changing political structure note that the overwhelming 
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victory does not necessarily indicate white enthusiasm for the change. Much of the white support 
may be motivated by fear of renewed international sanctions against South Africa and the 
economic hardship that would result, as well as by a fear of renewed black violence. 

Land-Grab in Zimbabwe 

The parliament of Zimbabwe, South Africa's neighbor to the north, approved a bill on 
March 19th that would empower the government to seize white-owned farmland and redistribute 
it among the black majority. The bill, which aims at settling up to a million blacks on land owned 
by whites since the area was settled by Britain 70 years ago, would provide little compensation 
to the white owners and no right to legal appeal. Critics of the bill have warned that the land-grab 
would destroy Zimbabwe's strong agricultural economy, which produces a bulk of the country's 
food and exports and employs the biggest share of its workforce. 

President Mugabe, who became Zimbabwe's leader after prolonged terrorism led to black 
majority rule in 1980, had promised that black settlement of white-owned land would be well 
underway within three years of his inauguration, but by the end of 1991 had fallen far short of 
his plan. Mugabe recently warned that if the government did not take steps to settle the black 
population on the lands, black peasants would seize the lands for themselves. 

Reserve Cuts Proposed 

On March 26th, the Defense Department recommended the elimination of 140,000 
military reservist positions nationwide over the next two years. The proposed cuts are the first 
step in a plan that would eliminate 234,000 reserve positions over the next five years at a 
reported savings of $20 billion dollars. Defense Secretary Richard Cheney and General Colin 
Powell of the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported that approximately 80 percent of the reserve units 
affected were support units for active-duty forces that have been withdrawn from Europe. All 50 
states would be affected by the cuts, with California, New York, and Massachusetts losing the 
most positions. 

The proposed cuts have raised a storm of criticism from Congress, which must approve 
the reductions and which traditionally has protected the military reserve program because of its 
value to local economies around the nation. 

Tsongas Suspends Campaign 

Citing insufficient funds to continue, former Massachusetts Senator Paul E. Tsongas 
suspended his campaign for the Democratic presidential nomination on March 19th, virtually 
assuring that Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton will win the nomination. 

The high for Tsongas's campaign came with a strong victory in New Hampshire, but he 
was not able to carry that momentum out of his home turf. Clinton beat Tsongas solidly in the 
south, and when he followed with victories in Michigan and Illinois, observers saw it as only a 
matter of time before Tsongas conceded defeat. Tsongas had, however, been expected to take his 
campaign through to New York, and his sudden withdrawal was somewhat unexpected. 

As if to put a check on an early Clinton celebration, Connecticut voters on March 24th 
rejected the Arkansas governor and gave former California Governor Jerry Brown a victory in 
the state's Democratic primary. 

No Override on China Status 

The Senate on March 18th failed by a vote of 60 to 38 to override President Bush's veto 
of legislation placing conditions on China's most favored nation trading status with the United 
States. The vote, which was seven short of the two-thirds majority needed to override a veto, 
would have put into effect legislation requiring China to release political prisoners, limit its arms 
exports, and discontinue import restrictions in order to keep its preferential trading link with the 
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United States. The Senate's failure opens the way for President Bush to renew most favored trade 
relations with China this summer. 
Bush Vetoes Tax Bill 

Complaining that congressional Democrats were allowing the recession to drag on by not 
acting on the economic growth program he had outlined in his January 28th State of the Union 
speech, President Bush on March 20th vetoed the Democratic-sponsored tax bill that had the 
same day been approved by both houses on roll-call votes. During his State of the Union 
Address, Mr. Bush had challenged Congress to pass by March 20th an economic package that 
included a cut in the maximum capital gains tax to 15.4 percent and a $5,000 dollar tax credit for 
first-time home buyers. 

The Democratic bill that Mr. Bush vetoed would have provided tax credits to families 
with incomes under $70,000, while increasing the maximum tax rate from 31 to 36 percent and 
imposing a surcharge on incomes over $1 million. The capital gains tax cut was less than the 
President had requested, and the tax credit for first time home buyers was missing entirely. 

-- DAVID W. BOHON 


NATION Choices, 
Not Echoes 

Writing in the Winter 1991 Harvard Journal of Legislation, |egal expert Bradley A. 
Smith of Chicago's Heartland Institute analyzed the trend in many states to preclude third parties 
from achieving ballot position, thereby assuring the two major political parties a hammerlock on 
the political process. During the 48 years between 1896 and 1944, at least 128 U.S. congressmen 
were elected on third-party tickets. But since 1944, only one U.S. senator (and no 
representatives) has been so elected. 

At the presidential level, the most impressive third-party showing in recent decades was 
the 9,901,151 votes (13.5 percent of the total) which former Alabama Governor George Wallace 
garnered in 1968 as the American Independent Party nominee. He carried five states, winning 46 
electoral votes. 

This year, third-party presidential contenders attracting the interest of conservatives 
include military hero James "Bo" Gritz (it rhymes with "rights"), who is running an independent 
campaign under the umbrella of his America First Coalition; Andre Marrou, nominee of the 
Libertarian Party, the nation's largest third party; and Howard Phillips, head of the Conservative 
Caucus, who plans to announce his candidacy on April 15th, Tax Day, as standard bearer for the 
U.S. Taxpayers Party. 

James "Bo" Gritz 

James "Bo" Gritz, a retired Green Beret colonel, is best known for his military exploits 
and attempts to locate and free American prisoners of war. During the Vietnam era, when he 
served as a Delta Force intelligence officer and reconnaissance chief, he earned 62 valor 
citations. He also commanded U.S. Army Special Forces in Latin America, helped train Afghan 
mujahideen freedom fighters, and participated in about 100 special operations in Vietnam, 
Cambodia, Laos, and Africa. Gritz holds a BS degree in law and corrections from the University 
of Nebraska and a Master's degree in communications from American University. 

In 1988, Gritz received the vice-presidential nomination of the Populist Party, which was 
launched in 1984 by Liberty Lobby founder Willis Carto. But when former Ku Klux Klan leader 
David Duke received the Populist Party's presidential nomination, Gritz relinquished his part of 
the ticket. 

This year, Gritz is running an independent campaign seeking the nomination of those 
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third parties that reflect his philosophy. His America First Coalition is organized in 48 of the 50 
states (Vermont and South Dakota are the exceptions). As of mid-March he had secured ballot 
position in Idaho and Louisiana (as an independent), Utah (Populist Party), and Alaska 
(Independent Party). 

His running mate, Cyril W. Minett, majored in journalism and history at the University of 
North Carolina. Following post-graduate work at the University of Southern California, he 
entered the U.S. Air Force (1953), served two and one-half years in Vietnam (1967-1970), then 
returned to the U.S. to edit the USAF publication Aerospace Safety Magazine. In 1979, he 
joined the board of the Fund to Restore an Educated Electorate and later became its chairman. 
Among other things, the Fund has published and widely distributed a chart depicting the 
influence of the Trilateral Commission and Council on Foreign Relations. 

Gritz avers that America is a Christian nation and that our "statutes should reflect 
unashamed acceptance of Almighty God and His laws." His positions include: 

¢ Supporting the Fully Informed Jury Amendment, which would require judges to inform 
jurors of a jury's authority to evaluate not merely the facts of a case but the law as well, and find 
defendants not guilty if it deems the law to be unjust or misapplied. 

* Pledging to issue an Executive Order cutting the pay of all elected and appointed federal 
officials, including the President, cabinet members, congressmen, and federal judges. (There is, 
however, no constitutional authority for a president to do so, and the Constitution specifically 
precludes the reduction of the "compensation" for federal judges "during their continuance in 
office"). 

* Repealing amendments that run contrary to the spirit of the Constitution, such as the 
16th (income tax) Amendment, and "balanc[ing] the federal budget by returning to the 
Constitution." 

* Establishing debt-free, constitutional currency by reinstating "the JFK Executive Order 
authorizing the printing of $450 billion in no interest "United States Notes,"" which would put 
"the Federal Reserve System out of business" and make Congress "return to Constitutional 
currency." 

¢ Urging Congress to exercise its constitutional authority to restrict the appellate 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, thereby eliminating the High Court's meddling in such areas 
as education, school prayer, and abortion. 

* Declaring null and void all treaties and agreements with other nations (and the United 
Nations) that threaten the sovereignty of the United States. 

* Building a national defense strong enough to defeat any aggressor. 

¢ Eliminating foreign aid. 

* Encouraging fair trade, not free trade. "America first! We will stop subsidizing 
American industry going off shore and taking American jobs with them .... We will do what is 
best for Americans and other countries can react accordingly." 

* Opposing gun controls that erode the Second Amendment. 

* Abolishing the Department of Education. 

Colonel Gritz, who urges citizens to "vote God, Guns, Guts, Gold 'N' Gritz," asserts that 
the "only reason I am a candidate for the office of president is to restore true Constitutional 
government." 

Andre Marrou 

Since the Libertarian Party was launched in 1971, about 100 of its candidates have been 

elected to state or local offices. One is Andre Marrou, who served in Alaska's House of 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Representatives from 1985 to 1987, during which time he fought the growth of government and 
voted against every proposed new tax and tax increase. He participated in the ballot initiative that 
scrapped the state income tax and cosponsored another initiative that deregulated the state's 
transportation services. According to one Republican leader at the time, Marrou was "the 
conscience of the legislature." This year, as his party's presidential nominee, he hopes to become 
the first Libertarian elected to federal office. 

Marrou holds a bachelor's degree in chemical engineering from the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology. He worked as an engineer in the Boston area, in the restaurant supply 
business in Alaska, and in the real estate business in both Alaska and Nevada. In 1988, he was 
the party's nominee for vice-president on a ticket headed by former Texas congressman Ron 
Paul. The Paul-Marrou team received 430,000 votes. 

In this year's New Hampshire primary, Marrou received national attention when the tiny 
hamlet of Dixville Notch, the first to report its election results, gave him 11 of its 31 votes, more 
than any other candidate (including President Bush, who garnered 9 votes). 

Marrou contends that government may legitimately conduct only three functions: national 
defense, a judicial system, and the police, and that "even some of those might be privatized." He 
pledges that a Marrou administration would "seek to reduce government by essentially any 
means possible." 

The centerpiece of his campaign is repeal of the personal income tax and abolition of the 
Internal Revenue Service. He notes that the income tax accounts for only about 37 percent of 
federal revenues, which means that it could be scrapped and "government spending would [still] 
be at the 1986 level." 

Marrou's running mate, Nancy Lord, holds doctoral degrees in both medicine and law. 
She began her political activism with the anti-war and civil rights movements of the 1960s. In 
1990, she ran for mayor of Washington, DC, receiving 951 votes (about 2 percent) to finish 
fourth in a field of 11. Dr. Lord belongs to many activist organizations, including the National 
Rifle Association and National Abortion Rights Action League. 

Traditionally, the Libertarian Party's national platform has been a political and ethical 
roller-coaster ride. This year's edition is no exception. The party's planks include: 

¢ Supporting U.S. withdrawal from (and an end to financial support for) the United 
Nations, and opposing U.S. participation "in any world or international government." 

* Condoning abortion-on-demand by supporting "the right of women to make a personal 
choice regarding the termination of pregnancy." 

* Favoring abolition of OSHA, the Departments of Energy and Education, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Consumer Product Safety Commission, and the Food and 
Drug Administration, among other federal entities. 

* Supporting the "right to commit suicide," on grounds that laws against self-destruction 
are an infringement of the "ultimate right of an individual to his or her own life." 

* Opposing "all government restrictions on the right of individuals to pursue alternative 
forms of health care," thereby leaving individuals "free to contract with practitioners of their 
choice for all health care services." 

* Opposing "any form of compulsory National Health Insurance" and seeking to abolish 
the Medicare and Medicaid programs. 

* Seeking the repeal of laws that preclude the use or sale of drugs or alcohol, interfere 
with "consensual sexual relations, including prostitution and solicitation," and regulate or 
prohibit the "possession, use, sale, production, or distribution of sexually explicit material." 
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* Opposing "all personal and corporate income taxation, including capital gains taxes," 
and favoring repeal of the 16th Amendment. 

¢ Favoring the "elimination of all restrictions on immigration" and the granting of "full 
amnesty for all people who have entered the country illegally." 

¢ Seeking repeal of "the fraudulent, virtually bankrupt, and increasingly oppressive Social 
Security system." 

¢ Seeking repeal of all state right-to-work laws and giving unions the "right to organize 
secondary boycotts if they so choose." 

¢ Favoring the abolition of all foreign aid, and U.S. withdrawal from the World Bank and 
International Monetary Fund. 

¢ Supporting the Fully Informed Jury Amendment. 

Marrou acknowledges that it will be a while before the Libertarians achieve status as a 
major party. He speculates that it may not be until the 21st Century that the nation elects its first 
Libertarian president. 

Howard Phillips 

Howard Phillips has been a conservative activist for more than three decades. He is 
convinced that conservatives "will never win unless we have an agenda more exalted than defeat 
on the installment plan," and believes that one reason why the tide toward total government has 
not abated is because conservatives "have assigned their loyalty to a single political party and to 
particular political leaders, rather than to fixed constitutional and religious principles." As a 
result, they have been betrayed time and again, as when "six Republican senators voted 'no' and 
16 Republican members of the House did likewise" when the draconian 1990 Clean Air Act was 
passed. Phillips contends that it is "past time to reassert the sound premise that the legitimate 
purpose of civil government is to safeguard our God-given rights to life, liberty, and property." 

Phillips is running this year under the U.S. Taxpayers Party banner in states where the 
party qualifies for ballot position. Elsewhere, he will be listed either as an independent or as the 
nominee of some other party. He has been nominated by the American Independent Party in 
California as their unopposed candidate in the June 2rid primary. He has also secured the 
nomination of the Independent Citizens Party in Michigan. And on March 10th, he bested "Bo" 
Gritz by two to one in Massachusetts to win the Independent Voters Party nomination. 

Phillips graduated from Boston Latin School in 1958 and from Harvard College in 1962. 
He was elected chairman of Boston's Republican Party in 1964, and from 1966 to 1968 was 
assistant to the chairman of the Republican National Committee. During the Nixon 
Administration he headed the President's Council on Youth Opportunity and the Office of 
Economic Opportunity (OEO). As director of the OEO he attempted to terminate many 
unconstitutional programs which were channelling tens of millions of tax dollars into the coffers 
of leftwing groups promoting such issues as abortion, homosexuality, forced busing, racial 
quotas, and prisoners' rights. Phillips resigned from government in 1973, and the next year 
founded the Conservative Caucus, a non-partisan public-policy action group "committed to 
limited government, traditional values, and a strong national defense." In November 1990, he 
launched the U.S. Taxpayers Alliance, from which the U.S. Taxpayers Party has sprung. As 
syndicated columnist Joseph Sobran recently observed, the new party "doesn't promise 'no new 
taxes.' It promises to get rid of all but a few of the old ones." 

Phillips's running mate is retired Brigadier General Albion W. Knight, Jr. A native of 
Florida, Knight graduated from the U.S. Military Academy in 1945. He served in key positions 
involving nuclear weapons management in the Army, Defense Department, Atomic Energy 
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Commission, and Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA). In 1972, he was 
Deputy Chief of Staff, Logistics for the U.S. Army in Vietnam. At the time of his retirement in 
1973, he was the chief logistician of the Central Region of NATO. Following retirement, he 
served as national security adviser to the congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
General Knight is one of the original architects of the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

Howard Phillips asserts that his platform can be summed up in the 10th Amendment of 
the Bill of Rights, which states that the "powers not delegated to the United States by the 
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the 
people." His main theme is cutting federal spending down to constitutional size, which would 
mean annual federal budgets "below $300 billion, not $1.5 trillion plus." 

As president, he vows to use the veto power as a major weapon to force reductions in 
unconstitutional spending. Assuming the support of at least one-third-plus-one of either the 
House or Senate, it would be possible, he is convinced, to successfully veto funds for the Internal 
Revenue Service, tobacco subsidies, foreign aid, the United Nations, the National Endowment 
for the Arts, and a plethora of other programs and organizations that would then "have to rely on 
voluntary contributions from others or fold their tents." In short, if "appropriations bills are 
vetoed, and the vetoes are sustained, then those agencies, regulations, and programs that are 
based on appropriations will close down." 

Key points of Phillips's agenda include: 

¢ Abolishing the income tax (and the IRS), which "is not only an insidious invasion of 
privacy," but "is totally unnecessary to cover constitutional spending requirements." 

¢ Fighting crime by implementing the death penalty for those who deserve it, and 
requiring restitution by offenders to their victims for lesser offenses. 

* Opposing abortion. 

* Terminating the Social Security tax and transferring Social Security contributions to 
private retirement accounts. 

* Abolishing federal regulatory commissions. 

* Opposing racial quotas. 

* Reducing federal land ownership and land-use restrictions. 

* Scrapping the Department of Education and terminating federally-funded education 
programs. 

¢ Eradicating government-guaranteed loans, investments, or banking arrangements for 
special interests. 

¢ Eliminating pensions for (and imposing tenure limitations on) elected officials. 

* Opposing gun controls. 

* Saying" 'no' to the new world order" by, among other things, withdrawing the U.S. from 
the United Nations, International Monetary Fund, World Bank, and other "unaccountable 
supranational institutions." 

* Abolishing foreign aid "except to protect vital U.S. security interests." 

* Rebuilding the nation's industrial strength by "reducing government regulations and 
abolishing corporate taxes." 

Phillips perceives the U.S. Taxpayers Party as the vehicle for advancing "principles and 
policy objectives consistent with the Bible and the Constitution of the United States." Contrary to 
the ingrained two-party myth, he argues, "our supporters will not be wasting their votes, as they 
do when they vote for a party or candidate leading them in the wrong direction." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 
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Our next issue will include a profile of H. Ross Perot. 


If you never realized that most members of Congress believe themselves to be America's 
royalty, you probably began to believe it when you heard about all of the bouncing checks. A 
grand total of 355 House members -- 296 current and 59 former princes of the realm -- took 
advantage of the lax accounting system at a special House "bank" and wrote checks on negative 
balances. 

Did they suffer the penalties the rest of us would experience for writing bad checks? Not 
on your life. No charge for the rubber check, and no need for the embarrassment of trying to 
explain away the insolvency. Over and over again, the overdrafts were carried until the next 
paycheck. In numerous cases, not even the next paycheck covered the red ink. And even then, 
the royal representatives were allowed to keep writing those checks. 

Not Even a Bank 

What has been called the House bank was not a bank at all, but a taxpayer-subsidized 
check-cashing office. It didn't lend money, pay interest on deposited accounts, issue credit cards, 
offer mortgages, or perform many other services found at a real bank. It was a "perk" of office, 
as these privileges have come to be known. 

This particular perk was staffed by the House sergeant-at-arms, a bank director, and five 
bank employees. If you think members of the House of royalty paid their salaries, think again. 
They were paid through the generosity of the taxpayers, darn few of whom would do so 
willingly. 

Actually, finding out that most members of Congress write bad checks should surprise no 
one. Look at what these characters have done with the nation's checkbook. During the current 
fiscal year, an all-time record of $400 billion in new indebtedness will be added, bringing the 
admitted national debt to $4 trillion. 

Who will pay for the hundred billion dollar bum checks fedgov is writing? The answer: 
Take a look at the kids in the school playground. Consider the babes in the womb. Think of all 
the children who will be born in the next 10, 20, 50 years. These youngsters who never had a 
thing to say about the debt millstone already around their necks will pay for today's red ink, and 
for more buckets full of it in the years ahead. Members of the current generation are beginning to 
howl and they are paying merely the gargantuan interest bills for our federal government's 
profligacy. 

The private check bouncing in Congress is merely one more scandal coming out of 
Capitol Hill's royal palace. The overspending by Congress and the President makes this one the 
equivalent of a raindrop in the ocean. Here's the point: Instead of the petty check bouncers being 
the target of citizen outrage, congressmen, senators, and a President who vote for deficits should 
be catching tons more flak. No one should be surprised to learn that the big spenders in 
Washington who won't balance the nation's checkbook have been caught with their own checks 
bouncing all over the place. 

Little Reason for Trust 

The House leadership has closed the House bank. What about taxpayer-subsidized 
restaurants on Capitol Hill, free health club privileges at taxpayer-built gymnasiums, 
international "fact-finding" trips to faraway places, subsidized life insurance policies, a special 
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$3,000 annual tax deduction for living expenses, free medical service and prescriptions, free 
mailing privileges, and on and on and on. 

Government has become so big that it is out of touch with the voters. As arrogance 
becomes the norm for the nation's leaders, cynicism spreads among the people. If it isn't 
bouncing checks, it's a cocaine ring in the House post office, a member who engages in 
homosexual prostitution getting merely a gentle slap on the wrist from his colleagues, and 
Congress voting itself a pay raise in the midst of a national recession. Our leaders give little 
reason to trust them or to place any confidence in their ability to lead honorably or ably. 

Most members of Congress expect that the storm over the bouncing checks will be 
largely forgotten by election time in November. Sadly, they're probably correct. It's time to stop 
mortgaging the future for our kids. It's time to clean out the House, and also the Senate, and even 
the royal mansion on Pennsylvania Avenue. 

- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by the John Birch Society Features. 


In July of last year, after a young mother was killed in the District of Columbia by a stray 
bullet, Police Chief Isaac Fulwood told reporters: "The police are not miracle workers and cannot 
do it alone. I'm asking every member of every household to take control of their homes and 
neighborhood. It's time to stop looking for help from the police because the police can't do it 
alone." 

Chief Fulwood's request begs the question of how law-abiding citizens in the nation's 
capital are to protect themselves, their homes, and their neighborhoods when the District's gun 
control laws keep them effectively disarmed, while doing virtually nothing to reduce the criminal 
element's firepower. 

According to an account in the Washington Times for February 21, 1992, a gunman 
entered a crowded DC nightclub, "killed a patron in full view of two uniformed police officers, 
and managed to escape." A police spokesman acknowledged that an undisclosed number of 
officers were in the club at the time of the shooting as part of a routine crime patrol in the area. 

Five days later, the Times reported that a "husband shot and killed his wife as her father 
and a half-dozen police officers looked on." The father had called police after his daughter 
informed him that her husband was in the house and intended to kill her. 

Legal Responsibility 

Such incidents raise the question of how much protection the police can be expected to 
provide when citizens face life-threatening situations. Indeed, are the police even legally 
responsible for providing such protection? 

The Wisconsin-based Jews for the Preservation of Firearms Ownership (JPFO) recently 
released a study of the issue of self-protection entitled Dial 911 and Die! "Most Americans 
believe that their local police have a duty in Law to protect them against criminals. They are 
wrong," the JPFO contends. As a result of this complacency-inducing belief, many persons have 
become crime victims after being "duped by ignorant or else dishonest politicians or police 
chiefs, who promise protection that they cannot give and have no legal duty to give. Some of 
these officials know they have no legal duty to protect the average person, and yet still support 
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disarming law-abiding people, the better 'to protect’ them from criminals!" 

It would require a virtual army of police officers to protect everyone. Our country's 
founders had no intention of precluding the risk of crime by establishing a police state that would 
destroy the very freedoms they had worked so hard to secure. And that, the JPFO reminds us, is 
why they "assumed that a law-abiding person would largely be responsible for his/her own 
safety." It is a major reason why the founders affirmed the right of individual ownership of 
firearms in the Second Amendment. 

In 1856, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled (South v. Maryland) that local law enforcement, 
rather than having a duty to protect a particular person, merely has a general duty to enforce 
laws. And in 1982, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit held (Bowers v. DeVito) 
that "there is no constitutional right to be protected by the state against being murdered by 
criminals or madmen. It is monstrous if the state fails to protect its residents against such 
predators but it does not violate the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment or, we 
suppose, any other provision of the Constitution. The Constitution is a charter of negative 
liberties: it tells the state to let the people alone; it does not require the federal government or the 
state to provide services, even so elementary a service as maintaining law and order." 

There are exceptions, however. In 1983, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia held in Morgan v. District of Columbia: 

In a civilized society every citizen at least tacitly relies upon the constable for protection 

from crime. Hence, more than general reliance is needed to require the police to 

act on behalf of a particular individual .... Liability is established, therefore, if the 

police have specifically undertaken to protect a particular individual and the 

individual has specifically relied upon the undertaking .... Absent a special 

relationship, therefore, the police may not be held liable for failure to protect a 

particular individual from harm caused by criminal conduct. A special 

relationship exists if the police employ an individual in aid of law enforcement, 

but does not exist merely because an individual requests, or a police officer 

promises to provide protection. 

In other words, the JPFO notes, the government in general, and the police in particular, 
have "no legal duty to help any given person, even one whose life is in imminent peril." They are 
legally obligated only to informants, witnesses, or others who "can prove that he/she has 
specifically been promised protection and has, as a result, done things that he/she otherwise 
would not have done." 

No Right to Protection 

Consider the case of Linda Riss. In 1959, while living in New York, she was terrorized 
over a period of several months by an ex-boyfriend who incessantly threatened her. She 
repeatedly sought police protection, but to no avail. Eventually, her tormenter hired a thug who 
threw sodium hydroxide (lye) in her face, blinding one eye and leaving permanent scars. 

In 1968 the New York Court of Appeals ruled (Riss v. City of New York) that the victim 
had no right to protection, and that the court would not create such a right, due to the crushing 
economic burden that such a responsibility would impose on the government. Only the 
legislature, the court ruled, could create a right to protection: "The amount of protection that may 
be provided is limited by the resources of the community and by a considered 
legislative-executive decision as to how these resources may be deployed. For the courts to 
proclaim a new and general duty of protection ... even to those who may be the particular seekers 
of protection based on specific hazards, could and would inevitably determine how the limited 
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police resources of the community should be allocated and without predictable limits." 

One judge, writing in dissent, noted that the woman had not only been victimized because 
she relied on the police for protection, but because she had obeyed New York laws that forbade 
her to carry a weapon. "In conformity to the dictates of the law, Linda did not carry any weapon 
for self-defense," the judge noted. "Thus, by a rather bitter irony she was required to rely for 
protection on the City of New York, which now denies all responsibility to her." 

In Virginia, Marvin Mundy murdered Jack Marshall on April 8, 1987 following a bizarre 
series of snafus by the "system." Mundy had earlier been sent to jail for carrying a concealed 
weapon, but was mistakenly released eight days later. Nine days after that, he was again arrested 
on an unrelated charge, but within hours was released by the same jailer and sheriff who had 
wrongly released him the first time. Three weeks later he robbed and murdered Marshall, whose 
widow sued on grounds that the sheriff and jailer had been negligent in a way that violated her 
husband's right to due process. 

In 1990, the Virginia Supreme Court rejected her claim, ruling that "a distinction must be 
drawn between a public duty owed by the official to the citizenry at large and a special duty 
owed to a specific identifiable person or class of persons .... Only a violation of the latter duty 
will give rise to a civil liability of the official .... [T]o hold a public official civilly liable for 
violating a duty owed to the public at large would subject the official to potential liability for 
every action he undertook and would not be in society's best interest." The Court further held that 
"no special relationship existed that would create a common law duty on the defendants to 
protect the decedent from Mundy's criminal acts." 

Defend Yourself! 

So what does this all mean? In the JPFO's words, "No individual has a right to police 
protection, even when life is in clear and immediate peril," and a citizen neither can nor should 
rely on the local police "to defend him- or herself, even against a specific threat coming from a 
known source." 

Personal safety, when the chips are down, is the responsibility of each individual. And 
anyone who claims that a firearm is not needed because "the police will protect you" is, the JPFO 
contends, at best "misinformed and at worst is simply lying." While the police "may try hard to 
provide protection -- and a failure to do so can be catastrophic -- there is no legal recourse for a 
person harmed by that failure." 

Gun control, then, is predicated "on a total misunderstanding of the role of police in our 
society," and bans, waiting periods, and other restrictions "simply give an attacker a 
legally-protected window of opportunity to do you harm." 

The JPFO believes that any "law-abiding person should be able legally to carry firearms, 
concealed, as this is the best way to enable such persons to protect themselves. It is a potent 
deterrent: the criminal would not know who was, and who was not, armed. It would enable a 
person who had been threatened -- and was not entitled to police protection -- to have at hand the 
means to protect him- or her-self." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


A copy of the complete JPFO report, and other material about the organization and its activities, 


may be ordered for $2.00 from JPFO, 2872 S. Wentworth Avenue, Milwaukee, WI 53207. 
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Audacity begets still more audacity, as treason begets more treason. While the nation's 
attention is focused on the presidential hustings, civil war in Yugoslavia, and the latest recession 
updates, a revolutionary coup is taking place in Washington and New York. The Bush 
Administration is brazenly moving forward with plans to replace the U.S. Constitution with the 
UN Charter. As we noted in recent issues ("Meeting Ground of East and West," February 24th; 
"Worshipping at the UN Shrine," March 9th), it is being aided and abetted in this infamy by the 
Establishment news media, led by the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Los Angeles 
Times, and Foreign Affairs (the journal of the Council on Foreign Relations). Together they 
have been stepping up the decades-old, one-world scheme to transfer U.S. military might to the 
United Nations. 

In its lead editorial for March 6th, entitled "The New World Army," the New York Times 
dropped (almost) all pretenses and subtlety. "For years the United Nations has been notable 
mostly for its vocal cords," said the Times. "That's changed. Nowadays the U.N.'s muscle -- its 
blue-helmeted soldiers -seems to be everywhere. And costs have soared. The bill for 11 
peacekeeping missions could approach $3.7 billion this year. Never before have so many U.N. 
troops been committed to so many costly and diverse missions." But don't get the idea that the 
Times is about to let fiscal worries stand in the way of its commitment to "world order" politics. 

The Blue Helmets Are Coming! 

The Times ticked off the current count of blue helmets deployed worldwide: Lebanon 
5,900; Cyprus 2,200; Golan Heights 1,300; El Salvador 1,000; Iraq/Kuwait 540; Angola 440; 
Arab-Israel conflict 300; India/Pakistan 40; Cambodia 22,000; Yugoslavia 14,300; Western 
Sahara 2,700. That's a grand total of 50,720 UN troops. But that's just the start of it. Any of these 
hot spots could, of course, ignite into major conflagrations at any moment, requiring thousands -- 
or tens of thousands -- of UN reinforcements. And then there are all the other troubled spots 
around the globe providing unlimited opportunity for UN intervention: South Africa, Azerbaijan, 
Lithuania, Nicaragua, Northern Ireland, Korea, and Myanmar. 

Myanmar? Yes, though you probably remember it by its former name, Burma. The Los 
Angeles Times’ \ead editorial of March 16th signaled that we may soon be seeing UN troops in 
that tragic land as well ("Next Target for World's Conscience: Myanmar -- An apocalyptic 
killing field' for the former Burma?"). 

So far, the only protests in Congress to the expanding "New World Army" have centered 
on the financial costs of the peacekeeping operations and the disproportionate share (30 percent, 
automatically) that the U.S. is expected to shoulder. When Secretary of State James Baker 
appeared before a Senate subcommittee on March Sth to present the Bush request for an 
additional $810 million (above the $107 million already appropriated) for peacekeeping in 
1992-93, he ran into resistance even from strong UN supporters. Senator Jim Sasser (D-TN) told 
the Secretary that although he believes the UN peacekeeping efforts are important, in this 
recessionary economy constituent opposition to foreign aid is becoming "politically irresistible." 
"Our constituents are saying that they have borne the burden as long as they intend to," Sasser 
said in an interview after the heating. 

Yes, the bill for the UN's blue helmet operations is escalating rapidly. "Yet," says the 
New York Times'"New World Army" editorial, "in hard cash terms, peacekeeping is a bargain 
.... Every war prevented saves blood and treasure, expands markets and trade." The argument has 
a certain simplistic, surface appeal, but breaks down rapidly under any close examination. And 
although the economic cost is a legitimate concern, a far more serious matter is the growing UN 
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military threat to U.S. independence and national sovereignty. As the Times itself points out: 
"Now the peacekeepers are doing more than monitoring truce lines. They are becoming 
peacemakers, too. U.N. forces were asked to disarm guerillas, conduct elections and enforce 
human rights, first in Namibia, then in Cambodia and El Salvador." And the UN is finding new 
opportunities right and left to justify expansion of its armed forces. "The Security Council 
recently expanded the concept of threats to peace," the Times reported, "to include economic, 
social and ecological instability." Talk about proliferation! That kind of open-ended invitation to 
UN military intervention is a virtual guarantee of unlimited interference by the United Nations 
into the domestic affairs of sovereign countries. And you can be sure that interference won't be 
directed primarily at stopping human rights violations by repressive communist/socialist regimes 
or petty third world dictators. It will be directed against the greatest threat to global peace and 
stability -- the United States of America. 

War Declared: America 

Yes, that's correct. According to an Associated Press report of Thursday, March 12th, "a 
United Nations official said Wednesday ... that the United States is the greatest threat to the 
world's ecological health." The official, Maurice F. Strong, Secretary-General of the UN Earth 
Summit, declared, "In effect, the United States is committing environmental aggression against 
the rest of the word." "At the environmental level," said Strong, "the United States is clearly the 
greatest risk." 

This is not the first time Strong and the UN envirocrats have stormed against the evils of 
U.S. capitalist consumption and production. It is a standard theme at the UN's environmental 
conferences and will be the major message at the UN's Earth Summit in Brazil this coming June. 
Judging from the vitriol these eco-globalists regularly throw at us, it is probably safe to assume 
they would now deploy the blue helmets (or as some advocate, green helmets, for environmental 
police actions) to close down much of the U.S., if the troops were readily at their disposal. 

The CFR-dominated media are already applauding moves in this direction. Last summer 
CFR member Flora Lewis, New York Times’ senior columnist, hailed Mikhail Gorbachev's 
proposal for a global ecology pact. "Moscow's new idea... goes beyond accepted notions of the 
limits of national sovereignty and rules of behavior," Lewis gushed with approval. "It would 
have an aspect of world government, because it would provide for the World Court to judge 
states...." Ms. Lewis continued: "This is a breathtaking idea, beyond the current dreams of the 
ecology militants .... And it is fitting that the environment be the topic for what amounts to 
global policing." 

Will UN "peacekeepers" be deployed against the U.S. to rectify economic, social, or 
ecological "instabilities" that the UN Marxists determine to be "threats to peace?" America 
would never stand for it, you say. Besides, say its defenders, the UN can only send in it 
peacekeeping forces if they are officially invited in. But according to the CFR globalists, we 
would have no say in the matter. Writing in the Spring 1991 Foreign Affairs ("The U.N. ina 
New World Order") Bruce Russett and James S. Sutterlin noted: "It is worth emphasizing that 
nothing in the [UN] charter prohibits the Security Council from deploying peacekeeping forces 
without the consent of all the parties, or from including troop contingents from the permanent 
members of the council in such forces where the need for deterence arises." Yes, if the UN 
eco-saviors decide that your factory, or your logging, ranching, or farming practices, or your 
driving habits, are a threat to the environment, under the new definitions of "peacekeeping," they 
may send in the blue helmet shock troops. 

"The Great Mutation" 
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Although the UN has not yet used its "peacekeeping" muscle for environmental 
enforcement, the precedent of uninvited intervention is already established for the more 
traditional definition of "peacekeeping." As Los Angeles Times columnist William Pfaff 
observed in his March 5th column in the International Herald Tribune, the current UN action in 
Yugoslavia is a signal event, representing an overturning of national sovereignty. "Slowly, too 
slowly, the great mutation occurs," said Pfaff. "The principle of absolute national sovereignty is 
being overturned .... The civil war in Yugoslavia has rendered this service to us." Pfaff, a 
committed internationalist, cheers on the UN's "uninvited international intervention into the 
affairs of a state," which, until now, "has been held an unacceptable attack upon the principle of 
unlimited state sovereignty." He sees the intervention of the European Community and the UN in 
Yugoslavia as a new model of collective action that has many other potential applications. "What 
they have thus far done has been improvisation, but it is a start on something new," the 
Paris-based columnist notes approvingly. "We are now in a situation where improvisation and 
experiment are essential, in contrast to the big programmatic reforms of 1918 and 1945 -- the 
League and the U.N." The "improvisations" Pfaff and his fellow globalists talk about are hardly 
spontaneous and are eminently predictable; they all involve the expansion and concentration of 
the UN's political, economic, and military powers in response to some global or regional "crisis." 

Right now the major crises demanding immediate UN "peacekeeper" attention have to do 
with civil war and ethnic fighting that we are told could escalate to global dimensions if not 
checked by collective international force. "What may now be needed," said the New York Times 
in its March 6th editorial, "is a permanent force for rapid deployment in chaotic circumstances." 
The Times continued: "One promising possibility is to make fuller use of the U.N. Charter. 
Article 43 already calls on members to make available 'armed forces, assistance and facilities’ 
necessary to maintain international peace. To that end, the Charter established a Military Staff 
Committee..." But, lamented the Times, the Staff Committee has never worked as intended, 
because "American armed forces have traditionally resisted [it] as a threat to command 
autonomy." (Not to mention, a threat to national security and sovereignty.) 

"But in a transformed world," says the Times editorial, "it makes sense to consider direct 
contributions of personnel and equipment to a rapid deployment force under real multinational 
control." Going still further, the Times proposes that the UN military force be expanded with 
funds taken from file U.S. defense budget instead of from the foreign aid budget. "That won't be 
easy," says the Times, "But what a chance for President Bush to take the lead in giving real 
meaning to his still hazy vision of a New World Order." 

All According to Plan 

The only haze surrounding either Mr. Bush's or the Times’ vision of the new world order 
is that which they have deliberately created. They know that the real nature of the new world 
order was very clearly presented in 1961, more than 30 years ago, when President John F. 
Kennedy presented his plan for national disarmament to the United Nations. Crafted by his 
CFR-dominated State Department, and entitled Freedom From War: The United States 
Program for General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, it presented a 
three-stage program for the gradual transfer of U.S. arms to the United Nations. During Stage II 
(the stage we currently are in), says the document, "The U.N. Peace Force shall be established 
and progressively strengthened." This will be done "to the end that the United Nations can 
effectively in Stage III deter or suppress any threat or use of force in violation of the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations." 

According to this Kennedy Administration program -- which has remained active, though 
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on the back burner, in successive administrations -- "In Stage III progressive controlled 
disarmament ... would proceed to a point where no state would have the military power to 
challenge the progressively strengthened U.N. Peace Force." This was followed in April 1962 by 
another policy disarmament document entitled Blueprint for the Peace Race: Outline of Basic 
Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World. Again, in 
the third stage, the UN Peace Force established in Stage I would be strengthened "until it had 
sufficient armed forces and armaments so that no state could challenge it." That means, of 
course, that every state, including the United States, would be subject to the supreme military 
forces of an all-powerful United Nations. 

We are moving rapidly in that direction. This is a colossal betrayal that should shock and 
outrage all Americans and mobilize them to sweep all new world order politicians from office. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ You Must Have an Account. How was the House bank able to float so many huge overdrafts 
by liberal incumbents over the last couple of years? The Washington Times quotes freshman 
Republican John Boehner of Ohio as claiming, "We were told if you want to get paid, you have 
to have an account. I told [the House bank] that I really didn't want an account, I'm sure you can 
just wire the money to my home bank. They said 'No, We can't do that."" 

When Boehner held a joint press conference last October about the check kiting scandal 
with six other Republican freshmen, fellow freshman Charles Taylor of North Carolina said he 
did not have an account. The other six were astonished. "We all looked at [Taylor]," explained 
Boehner, "and said 'Wait a minute. Now we understand why we all had to have an account. They 
need our money in order to provide enough float to cover [the overdrafts ]." 

¢ Advantages of Incumbency. Three congressmen implicated in the House bank's 
check-kiting scandal admitted using overdrafts to make interest-free loans of $10,000 or more to 
their reelection committees, according to a March 20th Associated Press dispatch. Of the three, 
two lost their reelection bids anyway. The third, Representative Charles Wilson (D-TX), won the 
closest race of his career in 1990. Wilson, who overdrafted $10,000 to his reelection committee, 
claimed that the overdraft was not his fault because deposits were not acknowledged in the 
House bank in a timely manner. 

¢ House PO Investigation. The House post office is next on the list of perks and privileges 
being investigated. Allegations of cocaine traffic, embezzlement, larceny, and illegal check 
cashing in the House post office have already forced the resignation of the House postmaster, 
Robert V. Rota. The Washington Times has reported that three former postal clerks in the 
House-managed institution have already admitted embezzlement. A fourth is charged with 
embezzlement and cocaine trafficking. The four have agreed to cooperate with officials in the 
investigation. 

¢ Green Army Men. While catalytic converters have not yet been required for Air Force jets, 
according to a March 21st New York Times report the Pentagon has begun a $1.3 billion 
program to switch to environmentally friendly war materials. The program, which will 
eventually change the design specifications of 9,600 pieces of equipment used by the armed 
forces, was ordered by Deputy Secretary of Defense Donald Atwood after a joint military and 
congressional investigation last year. 

¢ UN Lets China off the Hook. The misnamed UN Human Rights Commission decided to 
take no action to condemn human rights violations in China this year. The decision, according to 
U.S. representative Kenneth Blackwell, resulted from U.S. unwillingness to support a European 
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Community sponsored resolution specifically condemning the Chinese occupation and 
repression in Tibet. Condemning China's brutal occupation of Tibet is contrary to the U.S. policy 
of accepting Communist China's sovereignty over Tibet and Taiwan, according to Blackwell. 
When the U.S. balked at the EC resolution, wrangling over the content of the resolution 
continued long enough for a Pakistani resolution to take no action this year to prevail. 

¢ Oink! The new "Porkbusters II" bill is out. Sponsored by Representative Harris Fawell 
(R-IL), HR 3515 calls for eliminating 642 blatantly wasteful pork barrel spending projects tacked 
on to already-passed bills. A total of $1.54 billion in wasteful spending would be eliminated by 
the bill. 

¢ Now I'm on Your Side. Before coming to power as the communist puppet dictator of the 
brutal Soviet-occupied Afghan regime in May 1986, President Najibulla served as head of the 
KHAD, the secret police apparatus that organized the terrorism against civilians after the 1979 
Soviet invasion. With the increasing likelihood that he will be removed from power in the 
coming months, Najibulla has stopped his traditional denunciations of the United States and has 
now extended his hand for foreign aid. In a March 9th interview, Najibulla said, "The United 
States has a moral and spiritual obligation to help extend economic assistance." Why? "We have 
a common task -- both Afghanistan and the United States and the civilized world -- to launch a 
joint struggle against [Islamic] fundamentalism." 

¢ UN Environmentalist Strong-arming. Canadian Maurice Strong has been named 
Secretary-General of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development taking 
place this June in Rio de Janeiro. He maintains that developed countries will have to ante up 
$125 billion for environmental cleanup in "developing" nations. "The price tag appears huge," 
admits the environmental guru, "but a liveable future can't be bought cheaply." But we should be 
grateful, according to Strong, because "that is only a fraction of what the developing nations 
themselves must spend." 

The Earth Summit is charged with drawing up an Earth Charter, which will mandate 
certain "obligations" people and governments have to the environment. Since U.S. officials are 
hesitant to be milked for billions in foreign aid contributions in an election year, our nation has 
come under heavy criticism from Strong. "[A]t the environmental level, the United States is 
clearly the greatest risk," he charges. 

¢ Up, Up, and Away. When President Bush submitted his budget proposal to Congress for 
fiscal 1991 two years ago, he projected that the adjusted budget deficit in fiscal 1992 would be 
reduced to $25 billion, and that there would be a surplus in 1993. When his budget proposal for 
1992 was submitted, the new net deficit projections were raised to $280 billion in 1992 and $208 
billion in 1993. Mr. Bush's latest budget proposal calls for a projected federal deficit of $399 
billion in 1992 and $352 billion in 1993. These deficit figures are calculated after billions of 
dollars in expected surpluses from the Social Security and other trust funds are transferred to the 
United States Treasury. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


AMERICAN OPINION 
Insider Intent 
Jane H. Ingraham 
Where is our President's economic policy leading us? 


President George Bush has no intention of reviving our sinking economy. If there was 
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ever any doubt about it, that doubt was dispelled by his recent State of the Union address. Long 
on double-speak and short on remedies, Mr. Bush gave us an Insider brew of deceptions and 
contradictions which, far from mending our sick economy, will hasten its unraveling. This is 
hardly surprising; it would be illogical to suppose that Mr. Bush would now undo that which has 
taken him three years to accomplish. 

Bush Bashing Bush 

As a demonstration of hypocrisy, the President's address was top-notch, for it was pure 
Bush against Bush. He railed against big government; he is consistently pushing programs and 
signing legislation to increase its size. He said that government costs too much; he submits 
budgets with record spending and deficits. He called for a halt to regulations; he is our regulation 
President in person. He asked for tax relief; he gave us this nation's largest single year tax 
increase. He called for choice in education; his education proposals will move us light years 
toward the nationalization of all schools and make choice irrelevant. He called for setting the 
economy free; his industrial policy is setting up a corporate state. He demanded an end to foreign 
tariffs and subsidies; he piously increases our own. 

For months prior to this charade, the media went all out to convince us that George Bush 
has no domestic program. We were bombarded with the theme that, contrary to the "tremendous 
success" of his foreign policy, domestically Mr. Bush is without beliefs, is utterly adrift, afraid of 
acting, has no policy preferences, is not in command, has abandoned principle, is even stumbling 
into Carterism. The purpose of this snow job was to deceive the public into believing that 
President Bush is some kind of nincompoop who is hardly aware of the economy, when, in fact, 
he is profoundly in charge of it. Implicit in this phony picture of a President afraid to act was the 
message that prosperity must be created by government action, when, in fact, massive 
government intervention is killing it. 

Capitol Recession 

The truth is that Mr. Bush has presided over an unprecedented explosion of new 
government costs and controls over American life. The wonder is that the insanity of his agenda 
has not yet plunged us into the depths of depression; the reason that it has not is that our once 
free economy has so much residual strength that Mr. Bush and his fellow Insiders in Congress 
need more time to complete its destruction. But they are well on their way with their 
made-in- Washington recession. Under the Bush Administration, in only three years federal 
agencies have churned out 17 percent more rules than existed in the 1980s, and this doesn't 
include the avalanche of regulations now being prepared under the newest extremist statutes, all 
endorsed by Mr. Bush. Federal regulatory staffing has mushroomed to 122,400, the largest 
number ever, and costs to businesses have skyrocketed, severely inhibiting economic growth. 
Federal regulatory spending now exceeds $8 billion annually, an all-time high, but this amount is 
a drop in the bucket compared to the hundreds of billions of dollars of annual costs to business 
and consumers, all for little or no benefit. And Mr. Bush now has the gall to call for a 90-day 
moratorium (all the way to May Ist!) on new regulation. "Our growth is not what it should be," 
the President said. "We must stop regulatory overkill." 

These words have a great sound, but they are the words of a hypocrite. If regulatory 
overkill is bad now, why hasn't it been bad for the past three years? If it should be stopped for 
three months, why not permanently? Why pretend that "overkill" is the problem, as though most 
regulations are good? Regulations don't just happen. They are the result of conscious decisions to 
intervene, made by Congress and George Bush and implemented by federal agencies. Once 
given the green light, the heads of these agencies, in an incredible reach for power, spawn a mass 
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of prohibitions, restrictions, and rules which in saner days would not even be considered within 
the intent of the law. If any one person is responsible for this "regulatory overkill," that person is 
George Bush, for he directly controls these so-called "independent" agencies, principally because 
he hires and fires their directors, but also through his authority as head of the executive branch of 
government. 

Upon taking office, one of the first things Mr. Bush did was to quietly strangle the White 
House Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, which had provided a sanity check on new 
regulation during the Reagan Administration. In its place, and as the only antidote to a 
suffocating mountain of regulations, Mr. Bush created the Competitiveness Council, headed by 
Vice President Dan Quayle, with a staff of seven. The function of the Council is to help 
President Bush look as though he's on the side of growth and a competitive free market. 

If George Bush is on the side of growth, why did he appoint William Reilly, well known as an 
environmental extremist, as head of the Environmental Protection Agency, which has destroyed 
tens of thousands of jobs, forced businesses to flee abroad, decreased our export competitiveness, 
lowered our standard of living with higher prices on thousands of products, denied property 
owners the use of their own land without compensation, and added billions of dollars to the cost 
of unemployment compensation? 

If George Bush were on the side of growth, none of the "socialism posing as 
environmentalism" could have happened; instead, Mr. Bush wants to give EPA cabinet-level 
status. When he was about to sign the extremist Clean Air Act into law, seven leading 
economists, including Nobel laureates James Buchanan, George Stigler, and Milton Friedman, 
sent the President a letter expressing alarm that the act's "unduly stringent and costly provisions 
could threaten the nation's economic growth." And so it has come to pass, for Mr. Bush had no 
intention of harnessing the Clean Air Act with its estimated annual cost to business and 
consumers of over $40 billion and the expected loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs. 

Snaking through the Senate 

How did we get saddled with a law that promises to force dry cleaners, printers, brewers, 
wood finishers, body shops, furniture makers, and even bakers to escalate their prices, close their 
doors, or flee to Mexico? Let's take a look at how the Clean Air Act got through the Senate. in 
one day, the environment committee considered over 40 amendments dealing with complex 
scientific and economic subjects: Smog, ozone, acid rain, greenhouse warming theory, toxic 
emissions, emissions permits and their enforcement -- all were rammed through almost without 
debate. 

Amid the chaos, different parts of the scrawled bill were scattered on different desks; 
staffers couldn't get all the parts together in time for the hasty final vote, so the committee ended 
up passing a crucial bill with key pages missing. Some of the senators didn't even know they had 
swelled the EPA with an entire, new permit-issuing layer on top of the existing EPA 
bureaucracy. But obviously they knew the bill was marked high priority. 

As many as 150,000 chemical-emitting businesses will now be required to get an EPA 
permit for any one of 191 "pollutants" in order to operate. The paper work alone is formidable; 
many small businesses are already having to hire attorneys and scientists to answer multiple 
pages of minute, technical questions at a cost of between $10,000 and $15,000. 

For any small increase or change in emissions -- such as from red to green paint -- EPA 
officials are demanding that companies give regulators 45 days notice, allowing for public 
hearings where environmental zealots could object and ask (willing) regulators to block them. 
Nothing has ever before hit business with such sweeping power to strangle it in a morass of red 
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tape and extremist controls. 

The power behind steamrolling this particular bit of national suicide through the Senate 
was Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell (D-ME), a member of the Council on Foreign 
Relations. While fellow Insider Mitchell was laying the groundwork for throttling entire 
industries, what was President Bush doing? Why, coming up with a somewhat less rabid bill of 
his own and promising frantic small businessmen that he would insist on his own version and 
veto Mitchell's -- in other words, walking the usual tightrope between pretending to be concerned 
for business while doing nothing to interfere with Mitchell. 

When Senator Steve Symms (R-ID) tried to kill the bill by supporting an expensive 
amendment to compensate coal miners who are about to be thrown out of work by the act, he 
was told by George Bush's Chief of Staff that even this amendment would not result in a veto, 
just the opposite of what Mr. Bush was saying in public. Needless to say, Mr. "Read-My-Lips" 
betrayed the small businessmen, signed Mitchell's Clean Air Act with a few negligible 
"compromises," called it a great victory, and went off to Indiana to plant a tree, excoriating 
"environmental extremists." 

Insider Perks 

Naturally the small businessmen were infuriated -- but not everyone was. Large 
corporations are much more able to meet environmental costs and enjoy reduced competition 
when smaller firms are forced to close. Insider CEOs get the legislation they want. For instance, 
a last-minute amendment to the Clean Air Act dictated an entirely new type of gasoline for 
certain cities (or eventually all) plus a big subsidy for the ethanol (from corn) industry. Mr. Bush 
had once called this proposal "veto-bait." But lo and behold, in the nick of time Senate 
Republican Minority Leader Bob Dole, from corn-growing Kansas, supported the amendment; 
not a word was heard from the President. The new gasoline, which may or may not reduce smog, 
will cost from 15 to 25 cents a gallon more. This is a direct transfer of wealth from all taxpayers 
and certain (or eventually all) drivers to Archer-Daniels-Midland Co., the principal maker of 
ethanol, whose CEO, Dwayne Andreas, is a powerful member of the CFR and the Trilateral 
Commission. 

Although the United States may go down in history as the country that suffocated itself 
with clean air, this is only one of many economically disastrous acts cloaked in politicized 
science that have been promoted by George Bush. There are dozens of others, such as the 
Endangered Species Act, the Wetlands Act, the Acid Rain Act (disregarding the government's 
own 10-year, $600,000 study proving there is no acid rain problem), and the international ozone 
protocol, under which chemicals that "damage the ozone" are being phased out gradually in order 
to minimize cost and upheaval. 

But Mr. Bush has just pushed ahead this deadline on the basis of one preliminary NASA 
"hole-in-the-ozone" study -- which has been questioned by legitimate scientists. This speed-up 
will incur huge costs which will be passed on in higher prices for air conditioners, refrigerators, 
automobiles, even food that requires refrigeration during transportation -- all for something that 
isn't even happening. None of these environmental acts are based on real science; the only 
genuine thing about them is that they are being used to drag down our economy and promote 
globalism. 

Those businesses that may somehow be lucky enough to escape environmental terrorism are 
being caught instead in the regulatory net of the Americans With Disabilities Act, endorsed with 
compassionate words by President Bush. If we wondered why parking spaces for the disabled (a 
good idea in itself) suddenly blossomed all over the country, we can see now that their real 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


purpose was to prepare the public mind to accept this outrageous act, which will pile mountains 
of new, costly, extravagantly unnecessary regulations on every business in America. 

Under this act, any business that serves the public -- stores, offices, groceries, restaurants, 
theaters, libraries, rental housing -- must provide disabled persons full and equal access to their 
facilities. This means they will have to install ramps and elevators, widen doorways, have fewer 
tables and enlarge bathrooms to accommodate wheelchairs. 

For many, this will mean taking away their livelihood. Even after complying with all the 
requirements, however, a business may still not be safe from costly litigation. Recently a 
wheelchair-bound Harvard-trained lawyer in Washington filed suit against the Holden Hotel and 
a movie theater, even though he had access to each place. But his suit hinges on that word 
"equal" -- he claims he is "inconvenienced" by having to use special entryways and is being 
denied movie seating for "optimal viewing pleasure." 

Disabling Agenda 

He may well win his case, because the Disabilities Act is deliberately broad and vague in 
its wording. No one knows yet exactly how it can or will be applied. -- that has been left to the 
tender mercies of the attorneys. If stores must widen aisles and lower shelves, the loss of selling 
space could be catastrophic. Buses and trains may be required to have wheelchair lifts. Car rental 
businesses may have to provide special cars for handicapped drivers. The possibilities are 
endless for rapacious lawyers. 

In addition to making their buildings and vehicles "user friendly," employers must also be 
able to accommodate disabled workers. Mr. Bush, in another of his mysteriously "incongruous" 
appointments, chose Evan Kemp, a radical disabilities rights activist, to head the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, the agency that will apply the Disability Act's 
employment provisions. With this selection, Mr. Bush has made sure that EEOC's application 
will defy common sense, such as forcing the hiring of the blind as cashiers or beauticians, or the 
wheelchair-bound as janitors or waiters. Like all government "do-good" legislation (for instance, 
minimum wage and rent control), the Disabilities Act will boomerang on the very people it is 
supposed to help, for it assures that employers will avoid the handicapped like the plague. But it 
will cost business and consumers untold billions at a time when the economy is already 
staggering. Incidentally, this madness was foisted upon us by the President's former 
Transportation Director, Sam Skinner, now promoted to Chief of Staff. 

Why all this sudden attention to the disabled, anyway? They have been with us always. 
This new legislation smacks of an ominous egalitarian intent; no one shall be any different from 
anyone else in any way, shape, or form by government decree. 

In contemplating these regulatory absurdities and extravagances, it should be kept in 
mind that neither George Bush nor his bureau chiefs "care" about the welfare of the public, for 
whose benefit they claim to act. The cynical truth is that they couldn't care less about the 
handicapped, the air we breathe, our housing needs, worker safety, teenage workers, food labels, 
or our medical care. 

To believe that government is compassionate misses the whole point. The purpose of 
government regulatory intervention is to transfer the power of private individuals over their own 
affairs to the Washington bureaucracy. That power is then exercised not over clean air, but over 
people; not over wetlands, but over people; not over minimum wage, but over people; not over 
the New York Stock Exchange, but over people. The job of regulators is to regulate; they build 
their own power by constantly finding new ways to expand, until finally regulatory control over 
the economic activities of all citizens ends up reducing people to the status of wards of the state, 
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compelled to obey orders from government agencies. 

To make sure we are left without recourse in the face of even the most arbitrary or 
capricious rulings, a federal appeals court recently decided that government officials don't have 
to explain how or why they reach regulatory decisions. This is the kind of socialist control we are 
getting from George Bush, differing not in kind but only in rapidly decreasing degree from that 
which he is simultaneously condemning everywhere else in the world. 

If environmental regulations have sent the economy into a nose dive, banking regulations are 
making sure it crashes. Using the Savings and Loan fiasco (caused by government insurance) as 
an excuse, President Bush's fellow Insider, multi-millionaire Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady 
(CFR), ordered bank examiners to crack down on commercial banks' portfolios with 
unprecedented harshness. Sold to the public as necessary to prevent further banking failures, a 
drastic marking down of real estate and business loans has been sweeping the country for the 
past two years. 

"Performing Nonperformer" 

But a shocking thing happened on the way to "sound banks." Armed with the frightening 
power of federal diktat, bank examiners are marking down thousands of credit-worthy, 
performing loans. Real estate developers and businessmen who have never missed a payment 
suddenly are finding themselves in a brand new banking category called "performing 
nonperformer." Translated, this means that in the far-seeing wisdom of the federal examiners, 
these loans might go sour some time in the future. Even though a borrower may have a long 
history of promptness in payment, young, whippersnapper regulators obeying orders are making 
judgments that these loans represent a problem. 

The result has been catastrophic. A bank's Loan Loss Reserve is explicitly designed to 
provide a suction against possible losses; when an actual loss occurs, it is charged to the reserve. 
Good business practice requires that when the economy is sluggish, reserves are built up by the 
addition of capital in advance of possible losses. 

But bankers' own analyses of possible losses, based on a case by case review of 
borrowers well known to them, is quite a different thing from the federal regulators' wholesale 
downgrading based on "weak sectors" of the economy. As bankers began to be required to put 
increasing amounts of capital into Loan Loss Reserves and learned to fear the hot breath of 
regulators who might even drag them before congressional committees, they naturally turned to 
self-preservation. Rather than carrying "future problem" loans which require higher reserves of 
scarce capital, bankers called these loans and yanked credit lines even from good customers, 
putting many out of business. If there was the slightest possibility of future risk, especially in real 
estate, bankers learned to reclassify old performing loans as nonperforming and foreclosed. 
Customers with whom banks once would have made arrangements to ride out the hard times 
have had their loans called, sending many into Chapter 11. Even would-be customers with 
perfectly sound collateral are finding it impossible to get financing. Thus Bush appointee and 
fellow Insider Nicholas Brady has manipulated us into the devastating credit crunch that is 
delivering a knock-out blow to the economy. 

Case in Point 

To appreciate the extent of this manufactured disaster, we have only to look at what is 
happening in the wake of the failure of the Bank of New England, which was taken over by 
Fleet/ Norstar Financial Group. Fleet immediately began liquidating $6 billion of "troubled" 
(regulators' definition) loans, forcing thousands of borrowers to the wall. It took a huge outcry 
from businessmen in New England to finally force Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell 
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(CFR), Senator William Cohen (R-ME/CFR and Trilateral Commission), and Senator John 
Kerry (D-MA) to confront the regulatory bloodhounds. As a result, on February 6th the 
bloodhounds magnanimously agreed that $1.2 billion of performing nonperforming loans on 
which borrowers are faithfully making required payments, but which are "technically" in 
"default" because the value of the borrowers' "collateral sector" has declined, may be bought by 
healthy banks. So at least a few New England businesses will escape the grim Washington 
reaper. This incredible scandal of loan foreclosures, a fundamental cause of the recession, was 
lightly passed over by George Bush in his State of the Union address with the empty remark that 
the "credit crunch must end." He was talking about his own game plan. 

In fact, it is hair-raising to remember that unexpected foreclosures and the wholesale 
calling of loans after a gigantic credit expansion was precisely the tactic used in 1929 to bring on 
the Dark Ages of the 1930s. This time around, however, a clever new maneuver has been added 
-- the definition of capital. Regulators measure a bank's soundness by the ratio of capital to assets 
on the books (securities, loans, property, etc.). By simply changing and restricting the definition 
of what constitutes capital, regulators have defined away billions of dollars of what they 
themselves once called capital. 

For instance, Loan Loss Reserves logically enough always used to be called capital. But 
in 1989 the Treasury Department arbitrarily decided that a good part of Loan Loss Reserves are 
no longer considered to be capital, even though the reserves are still there. This, of course, 
changed the ratio of capital to assets; many banks were then called "troubled" because they were 
"undercapitalized." 

When banks moved to raise capital by offering new securities, they were hindered by 
another regulation, which requires "troubled" banks to eliminate all dividends, even the penny a 
share which met qualifications for mutual and pension funds whose charters prohibit buying 
non-dividend paying stocks. Thus banks were cut off from a huge pool of funds. Then, when 
banks moved to sell preferred stock, the regulators once again defined away most of this new 
capital, creating a further capital "shortage" and requiring new ratios seemingly without end. 

What was the purpose of this? When banks make loans to private companies to finance 
the growth of the American economy, regulators determine the amount of "capital" (new 
definition) needed to support them (the capital/asset ratio). By decreeing that U.S. government 
securities are in a class by themselves and therefore require no additional "capital," Nicholas 
Brady's Treasury Department has assured itself that it will be able to sell its bonds to finance 
President Bush's huge and ever-growing deficits. Obviously, lack of "capital" is forcing banks to 
buy government debt while business and industry go without. 

Inflexible Regulations 

But there is more. In November of last year, Congress passed a new banking law. This 
legislation contains nothing that George Bush said he wanted and plenty that will further 
undermine banks and the economy. But once again the President made no effort to defeat the bill 
or push his own version; Nicholas Brady "couldn't marshall support" for Mr. Bush's requests. 
The bill creates a new Draconian system of inflexible regulations which will be tied to bank 
"capital." In the name of saving the FDIC from bleeding to death (instead of abolishing it), 
regulators are now required to take "prompt corrective action" when "capital" declines. They 
now have the power to take over, merge or sell banks before they become "insolvent" (new 
definition), shifting the loss from owners to taxpayers. 

The FDIC was given a new infusion of $70 billion anyway, but will be back for more 
because at least 100 small and medium-sized banks are already in jeopardy under these new 
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regulations. Others will be forced to try to raise capital (now almost impossible for small banks 
under the new rules and definitions), curtail loans even further, and look for merger partners. 
While mergers will be the only way out for smaller banks, strong banks will be able to raise the 
required capital and survive while their competition goes under. 

Well, well. What was it George Bush said in his State of the Union address about rolling back 
big government and freeing the economy? While an avalanche of regulations alone may be 
enough to finish off our capitalist system, the President isn't letting it go at that. He's making sure 
he gets the kind of economy he wants -- a corporate state. In a proposal curiously made little of 
in most media reports, George Bush took the fateful step of asking Congress for over $32 billion 
for "emerging technologies"; in other words, for the industrial policy that until last year he swore 
he would never embrace. But last spring, while promising he would never "pick winners or 
losers," he began to do just that, pushing for subsidies to selected commercial "critical" 
technologies. In order not to appear as too bold a liar, Mr. Bush had his science advisor, Allan 
Bromley (CFR), coin the concept of "pre-competitive, generic technology," a sort of wondrous 
sub-level where government subsidies have no effect on "the free market thing." Bromley got 
together a list of 22 technologies "crucial for economic prosperity" and prepared to devote 
himself to deciding how best to allocate federal research funds. 

Apparently in his great wisdom he has now decided, only this year the "generic" kind of 
technology has faded away; we now have the "commercially viable" kind and never mind about 
the free market. Mr. Bush wants billions of dollars for biotechnology, communications, materials 
processing, a supercomputer network, the superconducting supercollider, the orbital space 
station, and a new Critical Technology Institute which will develop "competitive strategies" -- 
that is, trade cartels. You see, this is the only way we can "compete" with corporate-state Japan, 
which is so much more productive than we are. As in Japan, Mr. Bush's monopoly capitalism 
will produce products that have nothing to do with consumer choice, which firms without 
government support must attract in order to survive. But government-decreed production can 
never fail, only eat up more tax dollars. We are headed for the corruption and falling standard of 
living of Italian Fascist-style crony-capitalism, where the corporate and labor elite prosper by 
getting in bed with government, but the rest of us are worker bees. 

"More-is-Less" Budget 

Then there is the small matter of the President's budget for fiscal 1993. In the teeth of all 
his talk about government being too big and costly and eliminating 246 programs, the next day 
Mr. Bush gave us a $1,516,700,000,000 budget, up more than $68 billion over last year and 
costing more than $4 billion per day every day. The budget document is 2,000 pages filled with 
new spending, new programs, and more than $25 billion of hidden new taxes. If last year's deficit 
was an all-time high of $268 billion, and the projection for this year is a mind-numbing $399.4 
billion (more than 25 percent of GNP), what can we expect for 1993? Mr. Bush tells us that the 
deficit will fall to $351.9 billion, but he is good at "believe that and I'll tell you another" stories. 
Barely 15 months ago, when Mr. Bush showed his true colors and signed the infamous "deficit 
reduction" tax increase, he predicted that this year's deficit would fall to $229.4 billion. Instead, 
here we are, face-to-face with $399.4 billion in red ink and we got the $164 billion tax increase 
too. 

To keep insisting, as some naive economists do, that Mr. Bush "never learns from his 
mistakes" is absurd. George Bush making mistakes? He is one of the most seasoned and astute of 
Insider politicians. He knows better than anyone that expecting politicians to use increased taxes 
to decrease the deficit is a ridiculous notion. He also knows that higher taxes zap economic 
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growth. According to his new budget, tax revenues for the 1991-95 period will be $496 billion 
lower than they were projected to be at the time of the tax hike, which he promised would bring 
in $175 billion more. In other words, Mr. Bush lost about $3 of tax revenue for every dollar his 
tax increase was supposed to raise. In short, the tax increase hastened the downward spiral of the 
economy. 

What are some of Mr. Bush's budget increases for his "less costly" government? 
Although Defense will be down over $17 billion, perish the thought of using this "peace 
dividend" to either cut taxes or the deficit. Instead, there is no end to George Bush's spending 
orgy: $30.4 billion for education, up 14.7 percent; $5.2 billion for State, up 15.6 percent; $6.2 
billion for EPA, up 5.1 percent; and $28.1 billion for HUD, up a monstrous 16.1 percent under 
the "conservative" Jack Kemp. 

Within the agencies, what are a few of the specific increases that George Bush thinks we 
can't live without? Under the presidential America the Beautiful initiative, spending for land 
acquisition (the federal government already owns more than one third of the country) would 
jump 25 percent to $599 million. Spending on the development of industrial uses for crops -- 
such as ethanol from corn -- would rise 18 percent to $118 million. The outlays for NASA -- one 
of our most extravagant and unnecessary boondoggles -- would increase to over $14.3 billion. 
Food stamp spending would be boosted 1.6 percent to $34.1 billion; more than 25 million people 
are receiving food stamps. The President's New American Schools revolutionary "reform" plan 
would cost $535 million, while Pell Grants for college students (the majority of which are now in 
default) would rise 22 percent to $6.6 billion. A new federal program initiated by Mr. Bush 
would spend $171 million to reduce infant mortality, most of which is caused by the freely 
chosen lifestyles of pregnant women. AIDS research would grow 4 percent to $1.24 billion. 
Head Start, an ominous foot in the door for compulsory schooling for all toddlers, would be a big 
winner. Medicare alone would go up $11 billion; outlays for Health and Human Services -- 
which include social security and Medicare -would total $585 billion, about 40 percent of the 
entire U.S. budget. 

Keynesian "Remedies" 

You have just read the only "growth agenda" that George Bush has. In fact, in order to 
speed up "growth," he wants to spend all these billions faster. It is sobering to reflect that not a 
single one of these programs is a legitimate or proper function of government. In fact, the 
agencies themselves are unconstitutional. But let's keep our eye on the ball; they all accomplish 
the same thing: a massive transfer of power from the private to the public sector while forcing 
the private sector to pay for its own demise. 

Recovery doesn't have a chance as long as George Bush keeps giving the economy tax 
and regulatory shocks. These are the real barriers to growth and cannot be overcome by the 
Federal Reserve printing money to manipulate interest rates, speeding up consumer demand or 
accelerating government spending -- the Keynesian "remedies" our President is pretending will 
work. If Keynesian policies were the answer, the economy should be booming today because of 
the record level of government spending. Cutting the withholding tax to give the average family 
$350 more to spend this year instead of next is a contemptible vote-buying gimmick which 
leaves the total tax bite ultimately the same. 

But the proposal has brought to light a fascinating display of the mind-set created by 
withholding. Although millions of workers will be giving smaller interest-free loans to the 
government, it appears that they are not happy about it. Workers want to be over-withheld; they 
look with horror upon having to actually make a tax payment out of their own pocket. Thus 
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withholding, which has to be the most brilliant political idea of the century, makes paying taxes 
seem like something happening on another planet, having nothing to do with a worker's earned 
income. In fact, refunds of workers' own money are welcomed as manna from heaven. It is safe 
to say that if withholding were abolished altogether, there would be a revolution and the country 
might be saved. 

Mr. Bush's pretense of frugality in targeting 246 programs (why not two or three times 
that number?) for extinction is a cynical political game; he knows Congress will never get rid of 
any of them (and then he can blame Congress). Many of the programs are the same ones that 
have regularly popped up (for effect) on Reagan/Bush hit lists for years, but somehow they keep 
surviving. The scandalous and disgusting National Endowment for the Arts is not one of the 
programs targeted for extinction by Mr. Bush; in fact, he didn't even ask for a budget reduction. 
It will receive the same $177 million it got last year; as though government has any business 
funding the arts. 

Stillborn Tax Credit 

Although reduction in business taxes is good for business, Mr. Bush's proposed 
Investment Tax Credit (ITC) for the purchase of new equipment is not the way to do it. It is so 
hedged about with restrictions that it is already dead in the water as far as most businessmen are 
concerned. To qualify for an ITC a purchase must be made between February 1, 1992 and 
January 1, 1993 and be in service before July 1, 1993. Much of this timetable is beyond the 
control of purchasers; complex pieces of factory machinery take several years to design, build, 
and install. Yet it is just this sort of equipment which is needed to stimulate long-term 
productivity gains. The President's short-term "window" makes the proposal irrelevant for 
capital-intensive industries such as Weyerhaeuser Co., the wood products giant, which estimates 
that it takes three years for a paper plant to put in a large piece of equipment. 

In addition, past experience with ITC shows it turns into a racket allowing congressmen 
to dish out favors to pet industries and collect campaign contributions in return. For instance, the 
last ITC covered livestock but not horses, petroleum storage facilities, but not buildings, special 
credits for solar, wind, and geothermal projects as well as rehabbing old buildings but not newer 
ones. Worse yet, the loss of tax revenue has already given an opening to the Democrats to push 
for higher tax rates, which may be why they and Mr. Bush are for it. 


The one lone proposal of Mr. Bush's that would significantly increase growth and job creation 
is the cut in the capital gains tax from 28 to 15.4 percent. But let's take a closer look at what's 
going on here. In Germany, capital gains aren't taxed at all for assets held six months, while 
Japan taxes gains of start-up companies at a mere one percent. All major countries except the 
U.S. allow for inflation indexing for gains on assets held longer than one year. The ideal capital 
gains tax rate is zero -- permanently. 

But Mr. Bush's anemic cut applies only to assets held for three years; he did not index to 
inflation, he did not include corporations, and he made no provision for taxpayers subject to the 
24 percent alternative minimum tax who would not benefit from the cut. In other words, Mr. 
Bush's proposal is picayune compared to what he should have done to get capital moving again. 
He did nothing to remove the U.S. from being number one among major nations for the most 
punitive taxation of capital, which amazingly makes this supposedly capitalist bastion the least 
kind to capital. 

George Bush knows that his capital gains proposal is hardly in danger of surviving intact 
because it will be viciously attacked by his fellow Insiders in Congress as a "tax break for the 
rich," as it was two years ago. At that time, as it became clear that Mr. Bush had the votes to 
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succeed, at the last moment he signaled that CFR Senator George Mitchell was to be allowed to 
keep the bill from coming to a vote. The Wall Street Journal had to reach far to pull the wool 
over our eyes about this remarkable maneuver which left the Senator taking the blame: 

Out of an odd defensiveness, perhaps bred in the privileged backgrounds of so many of 

the Bush economic policymakers, they've muted their growth arguments to allow 

the likes of George Mitchell to dominate the public debate. [December 9, 1991] 

So they have, but far less because of their privileged backgrounds than because of the 
privileged future they see before themselves in the coming socialist new world order. 

"Revenue Neutral" 

As Congress pretends to have substantial differences with the President's "economic 
stimulus" package, the public probably is hardly aware of the rationale that has been invented in 
order to prevent any overall tax cut by either party. It is called "revenue neutral." Translated, this 
means that a tax cut for some has to mean either a tax increase for others or a cut in benefits -- 
guess which? Otherwise, you see, a drop in revenue would mean national collapse because it 
would increase the deficit that Congress and the President have spent us into. Of course, we 
never hear about "spending neutral." Although the deficit is being increased $1 billion per day 
every day, this supposedly will not cause national collapse because it's the result of spending. 

This "revenue neutral" fraud is why George Bush's "tax cut for the middleclass" turned 
out to be an increase in personal exemption of $500 per child. This is a "middle-class tax cut"? 
Many Americans don't even have a dependent child! But his $500 increase is a deception, 
anyway. What George Bush didn't tell the nation is that this tax break has been in a landslide 
since 1945; he would have had to increase the exemption $4,000 (to $6,000) in order for it to 
equal its 1945 value. Yet Mr. Bush has the brass to campaign on a pro-family platform. But a 
real tax cut would have meant a tax increase somewhere else, and since we all know that George 
Bush would never increase taxes (except in an off-election year), he left this to the Democrats to 
do. 

To illustrate how this redistributionist trap works, now comes Dan "Soak-the-Rich" 
Rostenkowski (D-IL), chairman of House Ways and Means, with a temporary tax credit of $400 
annually for two years for workers only. This would cost $45.9 billion. Rostenkowski proposes 
to raise this amount by imposing a permanent new 35 percent rate on individuals with taxable 
incomes of at least $85,000 and couples with at least $145,000 (hardly the "rich"), plus a ten 
percent surtax on millionaires. One would think that entrepreneurial capital is supposed to come 
from the poor. But estimates show that Rostenkowski's increase would raise $63 billion, not $46 
billion. All the better; this would "give some breathing room to offset the cost" of some business 
tax breaks such as the one year investment tax credit. There we have it: not a penny is to be 
allowed to escape the "revenue neutral" scam. 

While the House committee was outdoing even itself with this outrageous new fleecing, 
Mr. Bush, together with House Republicans led by Newt Gingrich (R-GA), another member of 
the CFR, backed out of even the paltry, inconsequential $500 per child increased exemption 
which he had said was something he could "do now" but which quickly turned out to be 
something he would "do later." But those with children had better not hold their breath. Gingrich 
explained that it is "impossible to win a tax-cutting war" with the Democrats. Rubbish! What 
could be better! If George Bush were in the least sincere, he would be waging a tax war right 
now. Instead of being part of the revenue-neutral double standard, he would denounce it, call for 
massive tax cuts, and demand drastic cuts in spending. Instead, he is ridiculing the "Democrats' 
tax cut as being "only $1.09 a day" and taking credit for being "prudent" by not proposing a cut 
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himself. He has vowed to veto the Democrats' tax increase, but who has any faith in George 
Bush's promises now? 

Trade-Policy Double-Talk 

For the record shows that George Bush is a master of double-speak. While preaching free 
trade, he went to Japan and demanded managed trade, that is, fewer cars and higher prices. The 
Japanese auto makers were happy to oblige with stiff price increases such as Toyota's $2,100 on 
its Lexus and $670 on its Camry. With Honda, Nissan, and Mazda following suit, the Big Three 
are now busy raising base prices, cutting discounts, and eliminating rebates; GM increased its 
popular Saturn SL1 $310 with more to follow. On the very day that Mr. Bush had the gall to tell 
voters in new Hampshire that "protectionism ... is nothing more than a smoke screen for a 
country that's running scared," he boosted the price of Canadian assembled Honda Civics 
because they aren't "North American" enough to escape import duties. Not only was this a 
fabrication in itself (most of the components are made in Ohio), but -- whatever happened to the 
North American Free Trade Agreement? It is expected that Mr. Bush will also approve a tenfold 
increase in the tariff on Japanese mini-vans and off-road vehicles from 2.5 to 25 percent, which 
would add $4,500 to the retail price of a Toyota Previa mini-van. 

The truth is that George Bush is taking us to the cleaners with a trade policy that transfers 
our wealth to well-connected commercial interests, using Japan as the whipping boy. If Mr. Bush 
had really wanted to help the automotive industry survive, instead of blaming Japan he would 
have moved against two of the most potent causes of the industry's decline, 1.e., 
government-granted union power and government regulations, both of which distort the use of 
resources and hobble growth. While the UAW warns it will strike rather than make 
"concessions" to save any plants, the DC Court of Appeals has just struck down the Corporate 
Fuel Economy Standards, enacted in 1975 as an energy saving regulation. Meanwhile, billions of 
dollars have been spent on redesigning engines and downsizing cars while the world has been 
awash in an oil glut and smaller cars have claimed from 2,200 to 3,900 lives every year. The 
Clean Air Act alone will consume 28 percent of GM's capital budget. 

Another area where Mr. Bush has shown himself to be flagrantly hypocritical is civil rights. Of 
course, he is opposed to quota hiring such as in the bill he opposed until he endorsed it. For 
months last fall he insisted he would veto the radical quota bill sponsored by Senator John 
Danforth (R-MO), another member of the CFR, only to end up endorsing its twin. Then Boyden 
Gray, Mr. Bush's general counsel, decided to prove, in the President's signing statement on the 
act, that Mr. Bush was sincere in saying he didn't believe in racial quotas. He drew up a 
statement that would bar the federal government from enforcing quotas or preferences on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex or national origin. 

But anyone who believes in Mr. Bush's sincerity is due for a terrible awakening. Mr. 
Gray's statement was frantically gutted at the last minute. What Mr. Bush has given us in the 
Civil Rights Act of 1991 is an outrageous law that, more than any other previously mentioned, is 
expressly designed to bring business to its knees. Not only may "victims of job bias" based on 
race, sex, religion, disability, sexual harassment, and national origin now receive punitive 
damages, but the burden of proof has been shifted to employers; that is, employers are guilty 
until they can prove themselves innocent, a perversion of our system of justice. With jury award 
jack-pots in the offing, hundreds of thousands of cases will soon be in the courts (60,000 already 
are); every disgruntled (or needy) employee fits into one of these categories. To avoid the 
litigation nightmare, many employers will hire by the numbers. Goodby to efficiency, 
productivity, competitiveness -- and freedom. George Bush's actions have proven that this is the 
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Insiders’ intent. 
Apples and Oranges 

In fact, George Bush and his fellow Insiders must drag down our economy before it can 
be merged into their socialist new world order. No other explanation of their disastrous assault 
upon the functioning and philosophy of the free market makes any sense. The economy and 
standard of living of the United States are so far superior to any other (California alone ranks as 
the world's eighth largest economy!) that they must be crippled before we can be meshed into a 
global economic order. It stands to reason that apples and oranges cannot merge. 

In 1991, business failures rose 44 percent to a record level; in the fourth quarter, 
companies' net income fell 34 percent; this January industrial output slid 0.9 percent, the most in 
11 months, while consumer confidence hit a 17-year low. it could not be otherwise, for Mr. Bush 
has programmed these consequences into the economy. 

Let's hear no more spurious excuses for George Bush, such as shifting the blame to the 
"timid" Nicholas Brady, or "bumbling White House procedures," or the lack of a "line-item 
veto," or (most hilarious of all) "remaining aloof from the pain of the American people." The 
simple truth is that Mr. Bush has no intention of solving our economic problems. You see, 
George Bush is part of the problem. 


WORTH REPEATING 


As the state acquires more and more power, the time will come when men must obey it 
rather than God if they wish to live. This is negation of the first and great Commandment. The 
totalitarian state demands the total allegiance of man. God is no longer the keeper of his 
conscience; but the state assumes that prerogative. The Commandment is being revised to read: 
"Thou shalt have no other gods before the state." God is being relegated to second place .... 

We who believe in freedom under God must fight against state usurpation. We who 
believe in God first -- not only in one's own life and in the family but in business and in 
Government -- will never submit to an all powerful state. 

-- HOWARD E. KERSHNER (1957) 


The Constitution of the United States is a blueprint for limited government. The men who 
wrote and ratified that document knew that big government leads to tyranny, so they set out to 
limit the government, not the people. They gave the federal government only certain specified 
powers, chiefly to protect our God-given rights to life, liberty, and property, and left all other 
powers to the states or to the people. The system worked well for about 150 years and the 
freedoms it guaranteed to the people transformed America into one of the greatest and most 
prosperous nations in history. 

Over the past half-century, however, the Constitution has been ignored by Republican 
and Democratic administrations alike, and the principles that made America great have been 
virtually discarded .... 

Whether the opposite of true Americanism is called collectivism or socialism, it will be 
characterized by economic control of the people by the state through state management of the 
means of production and distribution (natural resources, factories, farms, machinery, tools, 
money, transportation, and communications). It can be totalitarian socialism as in the Soviet 
Union, or democratic socialism as in Britain (and, increasingly, in the United States), but control 
by the state is the fundamental characteristic. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY (1991) 
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Ever since Franklin D. Roosevelt, in the mid-1930s, equated the governmental principles 
in the Constitution with a "horse-and-buggy" society, we began to confuse principles and 
material goods in our thinking. The "buggy" may have been outmoded, but political principles 
are eternal. Neither time nor new technology alters them .... 

Pleading for reestablishment of constitutional government, as ordained by the 
Constitution of 1789, is not ignorant advocation of a return to a "simpler world." Rather, it is a 
suggestion that the nation climb up and stand on the high ground it once proudly held. The high 
ground is still there. The governmental system ordained in our Constitution is as appropriate for 
our nation today as it was for the America of 1789. 

-- -- LARRY MCDONALD (1976) 


It is no secret that there is a war going on, nor that this one is a world-wide war. It is 
between collectivism and individualism. It is being waged on a great many fronts. In the field of 
commerce and industry the battle is between free enterprise and state socialism. In religion it is 
between freedom of worship and suppression. In politics it is between the people's ownership of 
the government and the government's ownership of the people. In sociology it is between 
self-reliance and dependence on a welfare state. In international relations it is between a brutally 
aggressive tyranny and the remains of an independent civilization. 

This war is being waged, on some of these fronts, and to a varying extent, in every 
community, every school, every club, every society, every parliament, every profession, and 
even every family, on the face of the earth. In every case the fight is over the value and dignity to 
be given the individual as against the absorption of all individuals, as mere numbers to be 
counted, in so many collectivist masses. On the outcome of that war depends whether we are 
going to leave our children and our grandchildren a world at least as good as the one we 
inherited, or one that is already plunged into the incipient shambles of a new Dark Ages. 

-- ROBERT WELCH (1949) 


Lessons from History 
The Generalship of Ulysses S. Grant, by J.F.C. Fuller, New York: Da Capo Press, 446 
pages, paperback. 
Julius Caesar: Man, Soldier, and Tyrant, by J.F.C. Fuller, New York: Da Capo Press, 336 
pages, paperback. 
The Generalship of Alexander the Great, by J.F.C. Fuller, New York: Da Capo Press, 336 
pages, paperback. 

In the somber estimation of the German philosopher Hegel, the only thing history can 
teach us is "that people and governments never have learned anything from history, or acted on 
principles deduced from it." If that assessment is accurate -- and it is obviously correct in some 
measure -- it must be true conversely that a diligent study of history provides certain keys to an 
understanding of the present and the future. 

This is so because, while outward superficialities change, elementary human impulses, 
virtues, vices, passions, motivations, and so forth, are not altered. Human nature, which has not 
fundamentally changed in 5,000 years of recorded history, and which will not change despite 
whatever transparent nonsense Marxists and liberals claim to believe, assures that the unpleasant 
lessons of history will go on repeating themselves -- unless more of us take the time to study the 
works of the best historians. Surely one of the best is British Major-General J.F.C. Fuller. 

The Fuller Legend 
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Fuller was a legend in his own time. His fame as a strategist is such that he is known to 
military writers as the "Twentieth-Century Clausewitz." He was, in fact, the first after World 
War I to grasp the possibilities inherent in tank warfare. In addition, he was a brilliantly 
penetrating and outspoken historian, and so prolific a writer that before his death in 1966 he had 
written 45 books and innumerable essays and articles. 

Regular readers of THE NEW AMERICAN will remember a review last year (May 7, 
1991) of Fuller's monumental Military History of the Western World, which had just been 
reprinted. The same publisher who so courageously reprinted this outstanding and controversial 
multi-volume set has now produced handsome reprints of three more of the general's finest 
works. Before we consider each of these books, let us first note some features that are strongly 
marked in Fuller's approach to history. 

Fuller was a man of bold opinions. He was frequently a sharp critic of liberal political 
and military idols -- Woodrow Wilson, FDR, Churchill, and Eisenhower, to mention a few -- and 
of the policies of various governments. If through the expression of these opinions he thereby 
raised the hackles of the reigning establishment, he apparently could not have been less 
concemed. He set forth his opinions fearlessly, without any thought of compromise. 

For instance, one interesting theme that appears from time to time in his historical works 
is his opposition to the domination of political life by what he calls the "Money-Power," Which, 
in the context of his discussion, is clearly similar to the opposition by patriotic Americans to the 
globalist-capitalists and internationalists or, in other words, the Eastern Liberal Establishment. 
Fuller also attacks, with eloquent sarcasm, the phenomenon of mass democracy 
("plutocratic-democracy" or "pluto-mobocracy" as he refers to it), which he sees as one of the 
most useful tools of the internationalist Money-Power for undermining traditional societies. A 
military man all of his life, Fuller could not approve a world governed by soulless 
internationalism. For him the real world, the world worth living in and dying for, was one of 
duty, honor, bravery, and patriotism. 

This Money-Power theme is most pronounced in his Decisive Battles: Their Influence 
Upon History and Civilisation, which has been out of print for 50 years and is exceedingly 
difficult to find. The book remains a classic, much prized by collectors. But, in terms of 
historiographical value, nearly all of General Fuller's books are collectors items. 

Greatness of Grant 

The Generalship of Ulysses S. Grant is typical. It was first published in 1928 and has 
been lauded as "probably the greatest single book written on that commander." In this book, 
Fuller takes a position that is none too popular. Conventional wisdom among historians holds 
that Robert E. Lee was the supreme military genius of the War Between the States and Grant 
rather a mediocre leader who relied entirely on sheer, overwhelming force to achieve his ends. 
Fuller adopts a different view. 

Lee, Fuller believes, was a great man, to be sure. Although he was an excellent tactician, 
he was also a man of an earlier era and did not, it seems, fully appreciate the situation in which 
he found himself. In contrast, Grant was, in Fuller's opinion, a truly great strategist and tactician. 

Fuller tells us that there are two kinds of great generals. First, there are autocratic 
generals, those who are both political and military captains and need answer to no one (e.g., 
Alexander, Caesar, Frederick, and Napoleon). Then there are those who must answer to a 
political leader or to a government and are therefore controlled, to some extent, by political 
circumstances. If successful, Fuller writes, they are as follows: 

... the general is the true military instrument of government. He has the will to act, and, 
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possessing the power, he must understand how to act. This he can never do unless 

the political nature of the war is known to him. In their turn, must the Government 

understand its military nature. This common understanding is what is called grand 

strategy, the national fabric upon which the war picture -- grand tactics -- is 

woven. Grand strategy secures the political object by directing all warlike 

resources towards the winning of war, whilst grand tactics accomplishes action by 

converging all means of waging war against the forces of the enemy. In spite of 

their military ignorance at the outbreak of the war, Lincoln learnt the meaning of 

the first, and Grant of the second. 

These trenchant judgements are of value to us today because, in recent years, we 
Americans have witnessed wars in which grand strategy was sabotaged by government. Thus, 
the hands of our military were bound, tens of thousands of American lives were lost, and worthy 
national objectives were frittered away through the cowardice and treason of elected and 
unelected officials. In the Korean and Vietnam Wars, the politicians cast away every chance of 
clear victory while communism, which could and should have been defeated, ultimately 
triumphed. The U.S. military, as always, performed superbly and heroically; but after all was 
said and done, our deadly enemy remained in power. 

Caesar and Alexander 

Near the end of his life, Fuller wrote two notable volumes that deal with the ancient 
world. Julius Caesar: Man, Soldier, and Tyrant is General Fuller's last published book. Fuller, 
quite clearly, does not follow in the footsteps of 19th Century historians, especially Mommsen, 
who viewed Caesar as an immortal giant of history. Fuller, in contrast, is coldly realistic and sees 
Caesar as a clever, grasping opportunist. 

A true statesman, Fuller comments, is one who seeks harmony, justice, and prosperity for 
his country in peacetime and who seeks to protect the nation from its enemies. Moreover, the 
true statesman never deliberately wages war except for the sake of assuring a more lasting peace. 
On neither count was Caesar a great statesman. "Instead he was a demagogue of genius and an 
astute politician, who strove to undermine the authority of the Senate and impose his will on the 
Republic. Not peace but power was his aim," Fuller writes. 

It is evident throughout The Generalship of Alexander the Great, his other work on 
ancient military history, that, unlike Caesar, Alexander is held in high esteem by the author. As 
genius, strategist, tactician, and leader, Alexander ranks at or near the top among ancient 
history's great men. But the book is not mere panegyric. Fuller analyzes each of Alexander's 
important battles in detail and does so in a style that is crisp and flowing and never tedious. 

Fuller has placed a surprise of sorts in the final chapter of the work. In his "Epilogue 
--The Value of History," the General notes the similarities between the age of Alexander the 
Great and our own: 

Democracy was as emotional and therefore as irrational as it is now; demagogy was as 

prevalent; the Socialist Welfare State, in which unearned dividends are distributed 

among its members, was as well known; citizens were paid to attend their 

Assemblies as members of Parliament are now; and in Plato's Socratic archetypal 

city were all the refinements of Marxist-Leninism -- the Guardians, or Party, the 

disenfranchised proletariat, the suppression of the individual, the prohibition of 

foreign travel, spies, secret police, censors and double talk. 

Modern Failures 
Fuller then reviews the conduct of World War II and compares the overall strategic skill 
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of two of its principle protagonists, Churchill and Hitler, to that of Alexander. His conclusion is 
that both Churchill and Hitler failed to learn their lessons from history. 

Alexander, he says, was successful because he understood that the defeat of the Persian 
Empire could not be done solely by military force. It was necessary to employ the Persian 
"inner-front" against the Persian leadership. (In his use of the term, "inner-front," Fuller refers to 
a body of people within the enemy camp that might be prepared to support the invader.) This 
comprehension of his enemy's inner weakness enabled Alexander to gain victory. 

In the Second World War, the Soviets were vulnerable because their power rested on the 
use of naked force, on a gargantuan apparatus of terror, on mass murder and numberless labor 
camps, and not on any base of genuine popularity or mass support. Had he been wiser, says 
Fuller, Hitler would have "enter[ed] into an alliance with the subjugated peoples in Russia and 
destroy[ed] the Soviet Imperium from within, as in his day Alexander had destroyed the Persian 
Imperium." The German leader refused seriously to consider this option and thereby lost the war. 

Churchill's error was similar to Hitler's. According to Fuller, there was widespread 
distaste among Germans for their own regime. Had Churchill made clear to Germany that he was 
fighting the regime, and not the German people or their legitimate aspirations, Fuller believes the 
British might have overthrown the Nazis. 

But the British Prime Minister did the opposite. Churchill's agreement with Roosevelt to 
demand "unconditional surrender" assured that Germans would continue to support Hitler, since 
it convinced them that the Allies aimed to obliterate their nation and exterminate the German 
people. Thus the war dragged on needlessly for many years and allowed Stalin to achieve 
hegemony over Eastern Europe. 

These three books are powerful and insightful. Each is profitable in a different way: The 
Generalship of Ulysses S. Grant for its emphasis on an American hero and a tragic episode in 
our history; Julius Caesar: Man, Soldier, and Tyrant for its perceptions about the mind and 
character of a ruthless politician who overthrew a republic and founded a dictatorial empire that 
would last hundreds of years; and The Generalship of Alexander the Great for its practical 
demonstration of how lessons learned in the ancient world may be applicable to modern events. 
All are nicely printed and bound in durable, full-size paperback format. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Watching 
Hollywood 

Dr. Ted Baehr heads the Christian Film and Television Commission and is the publisher 
of Movieguide, a family guide to movies and entertainment written from a Judeo-Christian 
perspective. He is the author of numerous books, including The Christian Family Guide to 
Movies and Video and Hollywood's Reel of Fortune. He was interviewed by Thomas R. 
Eddlem. 

Q. What is the purpose of Movieguide? 

A. Movieguide does several things. It informs families about movies so that they can make the 
right choices ahead of time and don't have to see offensive films, leftist films, or films with 
messages contrary to a biblical worldview. It also provides phone numbers and addresses of who 
to contact to make an impact. We have seen some stirring examples of how that has happened. 
Barry Reardon called up after Driving Miss Daisy and thanked us for all the letters they got in 
support of the film. And Barry Diller at Twentieth Century Fox called up and yelled at us for all 
the negative letters they were getting for all of the horrible films they were doing. It has 
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produced a reaction in favor of family films. The Church has long ignored its cultural mandates, 
while the Left has been able to capture the culture from conservatives and moral Americans. 

Movieguide is part of a two-prong strategy to influence Hollywood toward conservative, 
family-oriented values. One prong of this strategy was used by the Church back in the late 1920s 
and early 1930s and actually caused Hollywood to invite the Church to work with them to make 
sure they represented as broad an audience as possible. From 1933 to 1966, both the Catholic 
Legion of Decency and the Protestant Film Office were consulted on almost every movie 
production. In fact, every movie produced under the motion picture code needed to get their 
support. And that was a very positive thing. It took four years to come about -- through the 
review service and through the constant lobbying. We have done the same thing, and we are 
beginning to see some changes in the industry. 

Q. Why does Movieguide give films one rating for the quality of the acting and film-making 
and another rating for the moral content? 

A. Often you have films that are beautifully made which are poor morally. The way we win the 
case is by presenting the facts as accurately as possible. An important part here is to admit that 
sometimes these films are extremely well made, such as Cape Fear, yet they are morally or 
politically abhorrent. 

Q. Do family-oriented films sell? 


A. Surprisingly, the films that make money are the family films. During the 1980s, 81 percent 
of the films made were rated R or PG-13. That means they were toward the rougher end of the 
scale. But 90 percent of the top-grossing films were rated PG. In fact, last year there were only 
ten G-rated films released, including Beauty and the Beast and 101 Dalmatians, and Fantasia, 
which was released on video. Of the ten, all of them made their money back and three of them 
made over $100 million. When you look at the 130 films with R ratings, only seven of them 
made it into the top 25. 

If you were a producer, you would have to say, "I would be silly to produce something 
that is not going to make money." This shows one of the things that most people don't understand 
about Hollywood. Part of the process is about making money, but part of it is about 
communicating. People like Norman Lear fail at the box office, but they express their ideological 
concerns. The fact of the matter is that family movies do sell, and Hollywood knows it. 


Q. Then why is so much trash coming out of Hollywood today ? 


A. One reason Hollywood has drifted so far from the golden days of Mr. Smith Goes to 
Washington and It's a Wonderful Life is because the Church voluntarily shut down the Church 
film offices which were acting to keep up the high standards. The head of Paramount Pictures 
came to a 1966 meeting in New York at the Protestant Film Office of the National Council of 
Churches, just before the office was closed, and said: "Please don't shut it down; if you take the 
salt from the meat, the meat will rot." Soon we had sex and satanism in Rosemary's Baby, 
excessive sexuality in Midnight Cowboy, and so on down. 

It should be noted that when the Church came into Hollywood in 1933, Hollywood 
movies were a very small percentage of the worldwide box office. They were struggling against 
European films, which were doing much better. By the time the Church left, 90 percent of the 
worldwide box office was going to Hollywood movies. In fact, Jeffrey Sherlock, head of the 
Motion Pictures Association of America, said that the reason 90 percent of people around the 
world who were going to movies were going to Hollywood movies was because they felt they 
could take their families without being embarrassed. The worst gangster films of Edward G. 
Robinson or James Cagney never included the slightest obscenity words that you now hear in 
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everyday life. 
Q. The Hollywood Left would say that not using profanities in gangster movies is unrealistic, 
and that stifling their creativity would be censorship. 


A. We are not censoring; censorship is prior restraint by the government. But the government 
is certainly taking an active role in censoring the media fight now. In the last couple of years, 
Con- gress has passed the Television Violence Act, which calls on the networks to tone down 
violence within two years or face the wrath of Congress, and the Children's Television Act, 
which regulates the number of commercials and the content of children's television. Both of 
those acts have a censorial effect. They limit free speech. But the Supreme Court does not 
consider those things to be within the purview of free speech, or they consider them areas where 
the government has the right to regulate. Free speech has always been curbed by responsibility; 
you can't yell "bomb!" in an airport, or "fire!" in a theater, and treason has always been 
considered speech in action. 

I do feel that there is a place for municipalities to include classifications for movies and 
videos that would actually limit the access kids have to movies that can harm them. The problem 
with the rating system used by the Motion Picture Association of America is that it is a voluntary 
system, and 99 percent of the theaters volunteer not to observe the ratings when it comes to 
making money from selling tickets to 10- and 12-year-olds. According to the Hollywood 
Reporter, most people going to the "slasher" films, R-rated films, are kids under 17. 

Entertainment Tonight caused a flap last year in theaters by having two 12-year-olds 
buy tickets to R-rated films. When ET asked the theater owners why they sold the tickets to the 
12-year-olds, the owners said that the restrictions are voluntary. So we would recommend local 
film and video classifications in order to limit the access of minors to egregious films. 

But what we are talking about, in terms of reviewing movies so that people can make 
informed judgements, is not censorship. It is "know before you go." It is like reading the 
newspaper reviews before you go in. With Movieguide, you are reading reviews that you can 
trust from a conservative biblical perspective. 


Q. If you are not proposing censorship, then what are you pro-posing ? 


A. Our work on the motion picture code is merely moral persuasion with the industry, and we 
are beginning to see some industry people change. Universal has set up a family film section. I 
think that we have touched a significant number of the important people, convincing them that 
family films are economically feasible. 

The other side is doing the same thing. The Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against 
Defamation had two big banquets last year, and in the studio contracts people are now 
subscribing to their 23 points for portraying homosexuals. They have their code of performance 
and they have been claiming victories in changing characters, as have the animal rights 
organizations and the environmental groups. Another group, the NAACP, got a character 
deletion from North/South, because it offended some. There are many groups influencing, 
persuading, and continually lobbying Hollywood. 

The Los Angeles Times published an article on all of those groups and when it talked 
about the left-wing groups, they were seeking "sensitivity." The studios were "sensitive" for 
listening to them. But when we raised the issue of the Ten Commandments or talked about 
values, they called it "censorship." You can't have it both ways. Either it's all "sensitivity" or it's 
all "censorship." 


Q. You have a"900" number people can call to get instant movie reviews. How does it work? 
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A. We have used the number -- 1-900-226-MOVIES -- for quite a while and it works 
extremely well. It costs $.95 per minute, which is a minimal charge, but generally in two minutes 
you can find out whether you should go to the movie or not. A lot of kids will say, "Oh Mom and 
Dad, I want to go out and see a film tonight. It's a great film. All of my friends have seen it." 
This gives Mom and Dad a chance to fight back. 

When you call the number, you are given a menu often films that are showing. Then you 
push a button, and on one you might hear JFK, on two Father of the Bride, and so on. 


Q. How is the Christian Film and Television Commission different from the other traditional 
values organizations out there ? 


A. We deal with all social issues, but we lobby Hollywood the way other groups lobby 
Washington. We have gone to several networks. For instance, we talked with the director of 
documentary programming for a major network, a lady who had helped start the Better World 
Society. We asked if we could make a presentation on the abortion issue. We brought in a couple 
of people who were experts, doctors and so on. The day before she said, "You'll never change 
my mind on this issue, but I'll listen to you." But a couple of days later she called up and said, 
"You changed my mind," and she cancelled a pro-abortion program, and they haven't put one on 
in the 13 months since we were there. 

The same thing happened with ABC-TV. They had some occultic children's 
programming. We brought in a police detective, a pediatrician, and a child psychologist, and 
talked to the children's programming staff for three hours, and they recently changed their 
scheduling, got rid of Ghostbusters and Beetlejuice, and brought in Winnie the Pooh and a 
couple other programs. 

We talked with the executive producer of a big news department about the head of the 
African National Congress, and he became disenchanted with Nelson Mandela. They brought on 
Chief Buthelezi, and they were the only network to put Buthelezi on the last time he came to 
America. 

We will tackle any issue, but our goal is to do what the Left has been doing for years, 
what the Fabians have been doing for years, to capture the culture. We feel that the media have a 
great deal to say about how people think in the country. They have a great impact on society. 


Q. Where can people write to subscribe to Movieguide? 
A. They can write us at Good News Communications, Box 190010, Atlanta, GA 31119. Or 
they can call us at (404) 262-2760. The cost of a one-year subscription of 26 issues is $40. 


EDUCATION REPORT No, Thank You, Dr. 
Spock 

Since its first publication in 1946, Dr. Benjamin Spock's Baby and Child Care has sold 
more than 40 million copies, making it, reportedly, "the second bestselling book ever after the 
Bible." The latest edition of the famous baby book has just hit the bookstores and undoubtedly 
will sell millions of copies more. The reams of free, adulatory publicity Spock is receiving in the 
Establishment media will guarantee the "89-year-old physician-activist" continued best-selling 
author status. 

Like the fifth edition, which came out in 1985, the latest version is co-authored by Dr. 
Michael Rothenberg, a Seattle pediatrician and child psychiatrist who studied under Spock at 
Case-Western Reserve more than 30 years ago. Spock turned over the task of revising his book 
to protégé Rothenberg so he could devote more of his time to promoting his favorite socialist 
political causes. 
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According to a recent interview in the St. Petersburg Times, the thing that troubles Spock 
most is "that the richest nation on Earth doesn't have a universal health-care plan." A longtime 
advocate of socialized medicine, he is adding his voice to the current collectivist chorus 
demanding federalized health care. In the Times interview, Spock noted that most diseases had 
been conquered by modern wonder drugs. "The diseases he sees now, he said, are in society: 
‘inadequate day care, teen-age suicides, child abuse, homelessness and racial discrimination." 
The doctor's prescription: more socialism, of Course. He is working on a new book "with the 
theme of making it an even better world for our children." 

Since 1962, Spock has been a fulltime radical agitator and a member/ sponsor/leader of 
numerous Communist Party fronts. His self description in Who's Who speaks for itself: 

To save children from radiation I became a public supporter of a test ban treaty and 

co-chairman of SANE [the radical-left National Committee for a SANE Nuclear 

Policy] in 1962, which led eventually to full-time opposition to the Vietnam War, 

conviction for conspiracy, conversion to socialism. 

A convinced one-worlder, he has served as a national advisory board member of the 
United World Federalists. When he ran for president in 1972 under the banner of the People's 
Party, it was on a platform of abortion on demand, "gay" rights, legalized marijuana, and "free" 
medical care. 

As the prophet of permissiveness in child rearing and education, Spock has been a rabid 
foe of traditional discipline, competition, memorization, testing, grading, and back-to-basics 
educational reform. "I believe that grading is an abomination," he wrote in an article for The 
Atlantic in April 1984. In John Deweyite fashion he decried traditional education and child 
raising methods as "coercive" and "authoritarian." Yet he has embraced with ardor such coercive 
and authoritarian thugs as Fidel Castro and Ho Chi Minh. 

Like so many other wealthy socialists (Jane Fonda, Ted Turner, Ted Kennedy, Norman 
Lear, etc.), Spock apparently sees no hypocrisy in the contradiction between the lifestyle he 
prescribes for others and that which he has chosen for himself. When not basking in the sun at 
his winter home in the Virgin Islands or yachting in the summers in Camden, Maine, he is 
lecturing the American middle-class, taxpaying family -- already staggering under the burdens of 
excess government and the devastation wrought by two generations of Spockian social 
permissiveness -- to "sacrifice" more to implement his wondrous socialist nostrums. 

Step in the Right Direction 

The recent decision by Iowa's four largest universities to withdraw their teacher 
preparation programs from the national accreditation process has sparked the expected howls 
from the National Education Association and the education statists. But for those who prize 
freedom in education and who oppose the movement toward school nationalization, the decision 
by the presidents of the University of Northern Iowa, the University of Iowa, Iowa State 
University, and Drake University represents a welcome step in the right direction. 

The university presidents announced they were dropping their institutions' memberships 
in the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) because membership 
does not facilitate self-improvement, and the agency's accreditation system is "too prescriptive, 
time-consuming, and costly." Iowa's State Director of Education, William L. Lepley, called the 
move a "black eye for our state" and declared, "If teaching is ever going to be a profession, we 
have to have national standards to work from." The educrats and teachers unions already are 
waging a campaign to reverse the presidents' decision. You can be sure that the 1.6 
million-member NEA, the country's largest union, will be pouring money and muscle into this 
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battle. Since NEA President Keith Geiger is also chairman of the board of NCATE, he will not 
give up any turf -- in Iowa or anywhere else -- without using all of the ample resources at his 
disposal. 

Of the 1,200 government schools in the United States, about 500 are accredited by 
NCATE. The other 700 are accredited by state education departments and regional accrediting 
agencies. The accreditation process, sold to the public as an essential task of government to 
guarantee the quality of education, has instead proven to be a means by which powerful political 
interests control education for their own aggrandizement and the implementation of radical social 
engineering schemes. 

Last fall the West Virginia State Board of Education announced that it would no longer 
require its teacher-training institutions to have NCATE accreditation. This, together with the 
Iowa move, demonstrates that the process can be reversed. It may be a bit premature to hope that 
this might be the start of a national trend, but with enough encouragement it could become one. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Clinton and Bush 

ITEM: The March 24th New York Times carried an article entitled "On Reflection, Bush and 
Clinton Have Likenesses." The article began, "Moving from the hermetically sealed, 
high-security bubble of President Bush's entourage to Gov. Bill Clinton's campaign is a journey 
through the political looking glass. It is not hard to imagine the two candidates standing on 
opposite sides of the mirror, looking at reflections distorted by politics and circumstances but in 
many ways the same. 

"Mr. Bush and Mr. Clinton are both graduates of the school of compromise, trying to get 
along with as many people as possible and building up networks of friends and allies through 
endless notewriting and constant telephoning." 

CORRECTION: Although this Times article states correctly that there are similarities 
between George Bush and Bill Clinton, it fails to point out the most glaring similarity of all -- the 
ties that both candidates have to the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) and the Trilateral 
Commission (TC). 

Both organizations are working for a "new world order" that may be defined as socialism 
and world government. Both organizations represent visible manifestations of what may be 
termed the "Establishment" -- the power elite in business, finance, the professions, and 
government. And both organizations influence U.S. government policies because of the number 
of their members (or "former" members) who hold high-level positions in government. 

The CFR is comprised of an American elite now numbering a little less than 2,800. The 
TC consists of about 100 influential members from each of three areas of the globe: North 
America, Western Europe, and Japan. Banker David Rockefeller, who founded the TC in 1973, 
served for years as chairman of both organizations. 

It is difficult to imagine how anyone can be better connected to America's power elite 
than to belong to both of these exclusive clubs. Sidney Blumenthal did not miss the point when 
he commented in the February 10, 1988 issue of the Washington Post: "George Bush, in fact, 
has been a dues-paying member of the Establishment, if it is succinctly defined as the Council on 
Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commission." 

Mr. Bush has been a director (not just a member) of the CFR and a member of the TC. 
But he resigned from both organizations in 1979, presumably so these ties would not become a 
political liability when he ran for President the following year. When Blumenthal asked David 
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Rockefeller about Bush's resignations, Rockefeller responded, "I don't think he really 
accomplished what he hoped. It was still used against him. He has since spoken to the Council 
and the Trilateral and has been fully supportive of their activities. Even though he has resigned, 
he hasn't walked away from them." 

Indeed he has not. The 1991 Annual Report of the CFR boasts that 382 (14 percent) of its 
members are U.S. government officials, including Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady, Defense 
Secretary Richard Cheney, Office of Management and Budget Director Richard Darman, U.S. 
Deputy Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger, CIA Director Robert Gates, Federal Reserve 
Board Chairman Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft. 

The TC has a policy of dropping members who obtain posts in their national 
governments, although it continues to list these individuals on its membership roster as "Former 
Members in Public Service." George Bush is listed under this designation in a February 1991 TC 
membership roster. So too are Darman, Eagleburger, Greenspan, and Scowcroft. 

Mr. Bush's CFR/TC connections should be major news. But don't expect Democratic 
challenger Bill Clinton to make an issue of them since he is himself a member of both elitist 
groups. 

The Times article emphasizes that both candidates are "graduates of the school of 
compromise." But this is true only in the sense that both are adept at the art of political 
brokering. In any contest between the interests of the Establishment and those of the country, 
both candidates can be expected to come down on the side of the Establishment. 

False "Privatization" at HUD 

ITEM: The Winter 1992 Policy Review carried an open letter to Russian President Boris 

Yeltsin from Jack Kemp, Secretary of Housing and Urban Development. In his letter, Kemp 
claimed that "reactionary forces' in our Congress recently voted to slash our president's radical 
perestroika plan to privatize public housing ....". He further claimed that Russia "may be on the 
verge of the most exciting experiment in entrepreneurial capitalism since 1776." 

CORRECTION: The Department of Housing and Urban Development isn't privatizing 
housing under Jack Kemp any more than Russia is adopting genuine freedom under Boris 
Yeltsin. 

One measuring stick of the control that HUD exerts over housing and community 
development is the amount of money that it spends. In fiscal year 1989, the year that Mr. Bush 
became President and Mr. Kemp became HUD secretary, the department spent $19.7 billion. 
This year (fiscal 1992), HUD will spend an estimated $24.2 billion. And in his budget proposal 
for fiscal 1993, Mr. Bush recommended HUD outlays of $28.1 billion -- a whopping 43 percent 
increase over HUD expenditures just four years earlier. If Kemp were privatizing housing as he 
claims, he would be phasing out HUD rather than expanding it, and the budget for this agency 
would be getting smaller rather than larger. 

Housing Opportunity for People Everywhere, or HOPE, Kemp's program for 
"privatizing" housing, is actually another vast federal subsidy program. Under true privatization, 
the federal government would sell its housing units on the open market to the highest bidder. But 
under HOPE, the federal government grants money to state and local governments and nonprofit 
organizations to rehabilitate public housing and to assist low-income families in the purchase of 
this property. Moreover, the Bush Administration has supported the so-called HOME Investment 
Partnerships program to expand the supply of federally-assisted housing at the same time it 
promotes the HOPE program to sell off this low-income housing. 
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-- GARY BENOIT 


THE LAW Hard Cases Make 
Bad Law 

The issue of withholding food and water from persistently vegetative patients is 
commonly resolved by the patient's family and physicians without court intervention. When a 
dispute arises and the issue does go to court, it is hardly big news anymore. One recent case, 
however, is worth noting because it shows how far we have gone down the slippery slope. 

On January 6, 1992, in Guardianship of Jane Doe, the Supreme Judicial Court of 
Massachusetts, by a vote of four to three, upheld the termination of feeding and hydration of a 
profoundly retarded woman. The court relied on the "doctrine of substituted judgement," a 
concept which arose in 19th Century English property law and which the court acknowledged 
was a "legal fiction" in Jane Doe's case. According to that doctrine, the judge, after heating, 
implements the choice which he decides "would be made by the incompetent person, if that 
person were competent." 

The Tragic Case of Jane Doe 

The Jane Doe case differs from other leading cases because the subject, although an 
adult, had never been competent. As the court noted, she "is a thirty-three year old, profoundly 
retarded woman, who exists in a 'persistent vegetative state.' ...Since 1982, Doe has received all 
her nutrition and hydration through the nasoduodenal tube .... Doe breathes through a permanent 
tracheostomy necessitated by the tendency of her tongue to swell and block her airway. Doe is 
incontinent of both bladder and bowel and requires regular catheterizations and enemas .... Doe 
displays no awareness of herself or her surroundings .... She exhibits no facial expressions and 
does not speak. She suffers from both cortical blindness and deafness, and she cannot feel or 
smell. Doe does not experience hunger or thirst; she is without emotion of any sort. Though her 
functioning brainstem allows Doe to breathe on her own by means of a tracheostomy, she suffers 
from a total loss of cerebral functioning." 

The Supreme Court of the United States, in Cruzan v. Director Missouri Dept. of Health 
(1990), permitted, but did not require, the states to demand "clear and convincing" evidence that 
a vegetative patient's intent would be to terminate feeding. The Jane Doe court, however, 
allowed termination of feeding on a showing by a mere "preponderance of the evidence" that 
Jane Doe would have wanted it. 

But Jane Doe had never expressed an intent about anything, let alone her own starvation 
and dehydration. As Justice Nolan noted: "There is absolutely no basis on which to conclude that 
Doe would choose to die by starvation and dehydration if she were competent. The possibility 
that she wishes to terminate the provision of food and water is no more likely than the possibility 
that she fears this action and hopes, in her helpless state, that society will continue to meet her 
basic needs." 

By its "legal fiction" of substituted judgment, the court pretended that the decision for 
death was the decision of the never-competent Jane Doe herself. In the process, the court applied 
the "substituted judgment" doctrine so as to minimize any interest of the state in preventing 
suicide. "The Commonwealth's interest in preserving life," said the court, "is strongest when it is 
attempting to protect its citizens from abuse or infringement of their rights. Where, however, as 
here, the appellees are striving to vindicate Doe's right to refuse invasive treatment, Doe's 'right 
to self determination must prevail over the State's interest in preserving life for all.'". In dissent, 
Justices Francis P. O'Connor and Nell L. Lynch concluded: "The court's position is clear: 
Although the State may have a legitimate interest in supporting a competent individual's election 
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to live, it has no legitimate interest in opposing or frustrating anyone's choice to die. The court 
reaffirms that a competent individual has a legal right in this Commonwealth to commit suicide, 
and that others have a right to assist him or her in that effort." 

Those who would starve Jane Doe to death cannot claim that they are relieving any 
distress of hers. She is deaf, blind, and cannot feel a thing. Her killing would be solely for the 
benefit of her caretakers -- and to reduce costs. Hard cases make bad law. Jane Doe is probably 
as Close as one could get to being a "human vegetable." But she is alive; if she isn't alive, why 
are they arguing about whether to starve her to death? She is human; how can the living 
offspring of human parents be anything but human? And she is innocent. The issue therefore is 
whether other persons have the right to decide that this innocent, living human being must die. In 
his dissent, Justice Joseph R. Nolan said that the court majority "decides to play God." The Jane 
Doe case presents the defining jurisprudential issue of our time: Who is God? The real God? Or 
man? 

Down the Slippery Slope 

In light of the aging of our population and the pressure of rising medical costs, the road 
ahead is clear and all downhill. The fiction of patient consent will become an automatic -- and 
increasingly irrebuttable -- presumption in cases with little prognosis for recovery. The 
distinction between active and passive means will yield so that the awkward technique of 
starvation will give way to the painless injection, which is cost-effective and psychologically 
easier for the killers. Justice O'Connor summed it up: "Society's respect for the value of every 
human life without reference to its condition, the cornerstone of American law, is inconsistent 
with a State's recognition of a legal right to commit suicide, assist suicide, or engage in voluntary 
euthanasia (mercy killing in accordance with the wishes of the suffering person) .... No ‘legal 
system! is worthy of that appellation unless its primary function is to protect the most vulnerable 
members of society .... Can it reasonably be doubted that legal acceptance of suicide, assisted 
suicide, and voluntary euthanasia presents a serious risk that acceptance of involuntary 
euthanasia (mercy killing not chosen by the affected individual) is soon to follow?" 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


BETWEEN THE LINES 


Limbaugh to the Rescue 

The check-kiting scandal at the House of Representatives bank hit the nerve of the 
American people, but no thanks to coverage by the media establishment. It wasn't the New York 
Times, the Washington Post, CBS, or ABC that raised the public's consciousness about the 
story. Credit for that belongs to none other than radio talk show host Rush Limbaugh. Without 
Limbaugh's daily denunciations of the sloppy house banking practices, it is doubtful that the 
Democratic Party leadership would have decided to release the names of all members who had 
bounced checks. 

Most daily newspapers ran stories as the scandal unfolded, but there was very little 
front-page coverage. To appreciate fully the magnitude of the scam, one literally had to piece 
together the significant details of the story from a variety of reports: 

* Members of the U.S. House of Representatives bounced more than 8,000 personal 
checks in just one year. 

¢ A two-thirds majority of the current representatives, some 296 current members, kited 
checks. 

¢ About 100 current members wrote 45 or more bad checks in three years. 

* House members bounced some 20,000 checks in a three-year period. 
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* "The Kiting 55," as the Wall Street Journal dubbed the most flagrant offenders, wrote 
close to $10 million in bad checks in three years. 

Despite the way the story angered the American people, there was little outrage or 
indignation from the press. The news media seemed content to wait out the story. As in most 
big-government scandals, few in the press were talking about "the public's right to know." 

Judge for Yourself 

Here was the way Jessica Baldwin of the AP began her story about the controversy over 
whether a 14-year-old Irish girl would be allowed to have an abortion. This is a case study in the 
way the pro-abortion media use politically loaded language to frame the debate: 

Dublin -- A 14-year-old girl's fight to have an abortion abroad has become a battle 

between the traditions of largely Roman Catholic Ireland and the wider, freer 

horizons of Europe. 

Subtle Sam Donaldson 

A day after acknowledging to a conservative audience that he goofed in misquoting Pat 
Buchanan on national television, ABC newsman Sam Donaldson did it again with no apologies. 
Donaldson's first confrontation with Buchanan came December 8th on ABC's This Week with 
David Brinkley, two days before Buchanan announced his candidacy for president. 

"Let me remind [you] why some Americans think you opposed the war," Donaldson said. 
He then attributed that perception to "your anti-Semitic views. Let me give you your famous 
quote, and ask you to explain it. You said, 'The Jews are trying to drag us into the war."" 

Buchanan quickly responded, saying that that was a mischaracterization of what he said 
and what his views are. Donaldson continued to read a series of "quotations" that were actually 
harsh paraphrases invented by New York Times columnist Abe Rosenthal. 

"Where did you get these quotes?" Buchanan demanded. 

"These are quotes attributed to you," Donaldson lied. "Well, are you saying that Abe 
Rosenthal misquoted you?" 

A few weeks later, Donaldson was admitting that he "blew it," and apologized to the 
Conservative Political Action Conference in Washington. But the very next day, February 23rd, 
Donaldson was doing it again during an interview with Buchanan on This Week. 

At one point, Donaldson questioned Buchanan: "In 1986, when President Reagan's trip to 
Bitburg, the cemetery in Germany, had been announced and you were communications director 
at the White House, a group of Jewish Americans led by Elie Wiesel came to the White House to 
protest and ask Mr. Reagan not to go. I'm told that in a closed-door meeting with them, you said 
to them, 'When are you people going to start acting like Americans first?' Did you say that and if 
so what did you mean by it?" 

Buchanan promptly and emphatically denied the statement, declared that Wiesel "wasn't 
even in the meeting," and challenged Donaldson on the source of his story. Donaldson quickly 
dove behind his journalistic privilege of keeping his sources confidential, prompting Buchanan 
to briskly admonish Donaldson that it might not be a bad idea to "verify something before you go 
on national television and use it." 

Perhaps commentator Robert Novak summed it up best a few days later when Donaldson 
appeared on CNN's Crossfire: "Mr. Donaldson, I'm going to nominate you for the worst 
reporting award of the year," he said. "You mean that you went on national television hearing 
from one of the sources saying something that obviously wasn't said because the New York Post, 
which is not in the cheering section for Pat Buchanan, went to the people, as you should have 
done, questioned the people who were there. Those words were never said by Pat Buchanan. 
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Don't you owe him an apology, [and] an apology to your employer?" 
Pro-Castro Reporting 

Cuban-American leaders are accusing the Miami Herald, the dominant daily in southern 
Florida, of being a tool of the Fidel Castro regime. Jorge Mas Canosa, chairman of the Cuban 
American National Foundation, is denouncing the paper's coverage, which, he says, is slanted in 
favor of Castro's government and critical of sanctions against it. 

Canosa compared the Herald with Cuba's state-run newspaper, Granma, and accused the 
paper of practicing "intellectual terrorism." A boycott of the paper by the Cuban community is 
being discussed as a possibility. 


-- JOSEPH FARAH 
PUBLISHERS PAGE Honoring an 
Enemy 
John F. McManus 


On January 31st, the U.S. Postal Service issued a commemorative 29-cent stamp 
depicting the late W.E.B. DuBois. The large rectangular stamp carries DuBois’ name at the top 
and the words "Black Heritage USA" at the bottom. The obvious meaning intended is that 
DuBois is a worthy example of Black achievement in America, someone young people should 
emulate. 

Either someone put one over on the Postal Service and its leaders should be reprimanded, 
or they knew what they were doing and should be fired. Throughout his lifetime, W.E.B. DuBois 
was an anti-American, procommunist, race-baiting agitator who always put his considerable 
abilities at the service of those who favored slavery for all of mankind. 

Educated Hater 

Born in 1868 in Massachusetts, the gifted young DuBois earned degrees at Tennessee's 
Fisk University (BA, 1888) and Harvard University (BA, 1890; MA, 1891; PhD, 1895). Pointing 
to racial discrimination he claimed to have encountered at Fisk, he became a determined 
segregationist who never stopped portraying himself as oppressed. Few others would agree that 
anyone holding four university degrees, including the first PhD from Harvard ever awarded to a 
Black, was terribly oppressed. 

Entering the academic world, DuBois taught Greek and Latin at Wilberforce University, 
then moved on to the University of Pennsylvania. For 13 years, he was a professor of economics 
at Atlanta University. Then in 1910, he became director of publications for the NAACP and 
editor of its periodical, Crisis. He authored more than a dozen books and contributed hundreds of 
articles to a variety of publications during a career that saw him move in and out of teaching and 
work for the NAACP. 

As early as 1905, DuBois became the chief opponent of another American Black 
educator, Booker T. Washington. Disdaining Washington's famous "selfhelp" program for fellow 
Blacks, DuBois gathered a group of Black and White socialists and radicals to oppose what 
Washington was doing. The Niagara Movement they formed became the National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). 

The founder of Tuskegee Institute, Washington's counsel to Blacks who wanted to rise to 
full equality in a nation where their parents had been slaves was: "No race that has anything to 
contribute to the markets of the world is long in any degree ostracized. It is important that all 
privileges of the law be ours, but it is vastly more important that we be prepared for the exercise 
of these privileges. The opportunity to earn a dollar in a factory just now is worth infinitely more 
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than the opportunity to spend a dollar in an opera-house." 

DuBois attacked Washington incessantly and began his never-ending affiliation with 
socialists and communists who saw opportunities to promote their own anti-American agendas 
by addressing the injustices suffered by Black Americans. 

Lifelong Love for Communism 

As the leader of the NAACP, DuBois hailed the Bolshevik Revolution with great joy. His 
outspoken praise for communism led to the receipt of funding for his organization from the 
Garland Fund, a major resource for Communist Party activities. In 1926, and again in 1936, 
1949, and 1959, he traveled to the Soviet Union and returned to heap praise on what he saw. His 
early views became such an embarrassment to the NAACP that he separated from the 
organization in 1934, only to return in 1944. 

On October 1, 1961, in a famous letter addressed to U.S. Communist Party leader Gus 
Hall, DuBois announced his formal application for membership in the Party. In that letter, he 
praised communism, saying that "in the end Communism will triumph. I want to help to bring 
about that day." His formal affiliation with the communists came as no surprise to fellow 
members of the scores of communist-front organizations he had joined. 

Nor did it come as a surprise to the communists in Moscow. After DuBois had labeled 
the Korean War "a civil dispute for which the United States and especially South Korea were 
principally responsible," he was awarded a Peace Prize by the Moscow-directed World Peace 
Congress. In 1958, shortly after the world had been given a vivid demonstration of Soviet-style 
peace during the 1956 Hungarian revolt, he accepted the Lenin Peace Prize, an award given only 
to those who exerted exceptional efforts on behalf of the world communist cause. 

After his visit to the USSR in 1959, DuBois went to Red China, where he was given a 
hero's welcome. He responded with, "I Sing to China," a poem in which he urged the destruction 
of "religion and church, temple and pagoda," and insisted, "No Christ ..... What China 
worships is a man." 

Shortly after his trip to the citadels of communism, he went to Ghana, then led by 
communist Kwame Nkrumah. He became a Ghanian citizen and later ended another famous 
letter, published in 1962 in Ghana's leading newspaper, with: "... let Ghana join the Soviet Union 
and China and usher in the new world." 

W.E.B. DuBois died in August 1963, an unrepentant hater of this nation. Putting his 
likeness on a U.S. postage stamp is a mockery of America. 
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